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THE 
LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lrp. 
HEAD OFFICE : 37, PRINCESS STREET, MANCHESTER. 


Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The ‘‘ CLIMAX”? POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 

CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 


Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ nya Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks 

R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 


FOUNDED 1807. 
50, REGENT ST., W., AND 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 


THE PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 
foreign risks being undertaken. 
E RETU SYSTEM of the County Fire Orrice offers an im Sagesteat advantage 
on Ordinary Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the 
“FORMS ‘OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the ADVANTAGES offered 
by the “ County ’’ may be obtained upon application. 


B. E, RATLIFFE, Secretary. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of Xx 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 




















Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, "R. Cc. 

Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 








FUNDS - - - - - £ 4,400,000 
INCOME + - + - = £600,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - . - £ 2,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE £ 16,000,000 





T 1E PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES 
Wrrnovtr Prorrts. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age “Premium | 
| 20 | £17 8% 


| Age | Premium | Age Premium | 
30 | £1 16%, | 40 ‘| 62 10°), 








£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





| — 
Duration | 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. | 30 | ¥E8. 


er of Policy — | $1,199 
Full information on application to 





40 yrs. | 
£1,438 $1,724 | £2,067 | 
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With this journal for April 2nd there was issued free to subscribers an 
Index of Articles, &c., of permanent utility for reference contained in the 
SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL during the ten years from 4th November, 1893, to 
31st October, 1903. Further copies can be obtained at the office of the 
Journal, price 6d. 





Current Topics. 


THE APPOINTMENT of the new judge of the Chancery Division 
followed close on the heels of our statement last week that up 
to the time of writing nothing was known on the subject. That 
statement was correct, for we believe that even the appointee 
himself was in that condition at the time our paragraph was 
written. It will be generally considered that the delay in selec- 
tion has been justified by the result. Mr. Warrieron has long 
been known to the profession as an able and skilful advocate, 
with a faculty for marshalling facts in lucid order, well versed 
in law, and intimately acquainted with practice. Yet few 
sadidigetel' his early promotion to the ben He went on his 
way from day to day, performing his duties admirably, but 
without doing anything to bring him into public notice, and his 
‘selection indicates a practical acquaintance with the character- 
istics of the leaders of the Chancery bar which seems, at first 
sight, to be as surprising as it is commendable. 





Mr. Mrpp.zton obtained at the recent meeting of the Law 
Society what may fairly be termed a “‘ moral victory.” The 
amer.iment to his resolution was only carried by sixty-six 
ageinst fifty votes—that is to say, it was only passed by the 
votes of the Council. We confess we should have been glad 
(as we suggested a fortnight ago) to have seen the resolution, 
which be amended by its mover, further altered so as to 
amount onl 44 a s rous protest both the new Land 
Transfer also against the action of the Lord 
Chancellor, =H that it could have been carried unanimously. 





THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


There is, it must be admitted, a good deal to be said as to the 
26 
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desirability of retaining on the Land Transfer Rule Committee 
We imagine, as we 
have said before, that the Council, or the greater part of it, are 
in accord with Mr. Mmpteton as to the rule and the mode of 


the representation of the Law Society. 


its passing, but there are no doubt reasons of expediency why 
they should not go the whole length proposed by the resolution. 
Our Yorkshire friends, however, who believe in the “whole 
hog,” would have none of this opportunism. They considered 
that a mere protest would be useless, and that the withdrawal 
from the Rule Committee of the society’s member was the only 
mode in which the sense of the members could be effectively 
expressed. The result of the voting ought to be to afford a hint 
to the Council. 





WE vo nor often hear of “escheat” in these days, but a 
Court of Escheat, or an inquiry touching real estate supposed to 
have escheated or to have been forfeited to the Crown, was held 
in Bristol some days ago. The Escheat (Procedure) Act, 1887, 
repeals various enactments relating to escheators and the pro- 

ure in cases of escheat from 29 Ed.1 to2 & 3 Ed. 6, ¢. 8, 
and authorizes (section 2) the Lord Chancellor, with the assent of 
the Treasury, to make rules for the procedure connected with 
the holding of inquiries as to escheat and inquests of office not 
otherwise regulated by law. By the Escheat Procedure Rules, 
1889, ‘the commissioners” mean the person or persons 
appointed as commissioner or commissioners by any com- 
mission under the Great Seal to hold an inquest touching any 
real estate, or any interest therein, escheated or supposed 
to have escheated or been forfeited to the Crown either by the 
common law or by statute, or by both. By clause 3 the inquest 
is to be held openly and publicly at such convenient place as the 
commiesioner or commissioners appoint in the county in which 
the lands are situate. The commissioner holding the recent 
inquiry stated that the Crown had reason to believe that there 
was no living owner of a certain property in Bristol, and if 
the fact were established, the property would pass to the 
Crown. Evidence was then heard as to the title to the property, 
with the result that there was a finding that it had escheated 
to the Crown. 





Tue case of Re Browne, Ex parte Martingell, decided by 
Bucktey, J., on the 29th of February, was peculiar in its 
circumstances, and will not escape the attention of those who 
are interested in the Gaming Acts. It appeared that Brownz, 
the debtor, and one MartinceLL were members of a club, and 
by the rules of the club the members were re-elected every 
year. MAnrTINGELL was a turf commission agent, and during 
1900 had considerable betting transactions with the debtor, and 
by the end of the year some £800 was, as he alleged, due to 
him in respect of bets which he had made and paid for on 
behalf of the debtor. He commenced an action t» recover the 
amount, but the debtor pleaded the Gaming Act, 1892, and the 
action was dismissed. He then wrote to the secretary of the 
club complaining of the debtor’s conduct in not paying his debts 
of honour, with the result that the debtor was not re-elected a 
member when the next annual re-election of members took 
place. An arrangement was afterwards made between the 
debtor and MartincE.1, by which, in consideration of MarrTrn- 
GELL writing to the secretary of the club and withdrawing his 
letter of complaint, the debtor undertook to pay him £100 in cash 
and to accept and deliver to him four bills of £100 each. The 
arrangement was carried out so faras MARTINGELL was con- 
cerned, but the debtor was not re-elected a member of the club. 
The question was whether MarrincE.1 was entitled to prove for 
the amount of these bills in the bankruptcy of the debtor. The 
trustee having rejected the proof on the ground that the bills 
were given for an illegal consideration, Marrincrt. appealed. 
The learned judge, following Bubb v. Yelverton (L. R. 9 Eq. 471), 
held that the arrangement with regard to the withdrawal of the 
letter was & wholly new transaction ; that the bills were given, 
not to pay the gaming debt, but to avoid the consequences of 
not having paid it ; and that the rejection of the proof must be set 
aside. Without wishing in any respect to question the sound- 
ness of this decision, we will merely say that it makes it tolerably 


in section 5 of the Betting and Loans (Infants) Act, 1892, thata 
contract to pay money which in whole or in ne represents, orig 
agreed to be paid in respect of, a gaming debt shall be void, 





Tue LAw as to goods in the order and disposition of a bank. 
rupt, which was described by the late Sir Gzorcz Jxssur ag 
being simply this—that the estate to be administered in the 
bankruptcy is to include as part of the bankrupt’s estate certain 
property which does not belong to him—remains unrepealed, 
though it is significant that, in an age when trading companies 
are continually increasing in number and importance, this lay 
has never been extended to a company in course of winding u 
In the bankruptcy case of Re William Watson § Co., decided by 
Wricut, J., about a week since, the debtors were bankers and 
East India and general agents, and it appeared that certain 
silver and plated goods had been deposited with or lent to them 
as samples by a firm named Atkin Brothers. It was stated to 
be the practice of the debtors to receive samples of goods from 
various manufacturers and to exhibit them in show cases on 
their premises with a view to their disposal on behalf of the 
manufacturers. The trustee in the bankruptcy claimed the 
samples as being “in the possession, order, or disposition of 
the bankrupt in his trade or business by the consent and per- 
mission of the true owner.” This, of course, raised a question 
of fact which has often been decided by a jury or by a court of 
common law upon a special case with power to draw inferences 
of fact. The modern practice is to leave it to be decided by the 
bankruptcy judge on a motion by the trustee. We must confess 
that, apart from decided cases, our opinion would have been in 
favour of the true owner. Could it reasonably be supposed that 
the bankers were offering these samples for sale on their own 
account? Articles in cases, or even pictures, are occasionally 
exposed for sale in hotels, but they would not be reputed 
to be the property of the hotel-keeper or assist him in 
obtaining credit from his wine merchant. And was it more 
likely that these bankers should be thought, like pawnbrokers, 
to be selling the samples on their own account? The learned 
judge, however, came to the conclusion that the goods were in 
the reputed ownership of the bankrupts, giving leave to appeal. 
If the case is carried to the higher court, which is not hampered 
by the old decisions, we shall hope for a more lenient view of the 
harsh provisions of the statute. 





Tue LonG-ExPEcreD Licensing Bill has at last seen the light; 
and to any fair-minded man we should think it must commend 
itself as capable of bringing about a great reduction in the 
number of licensed houses without doing violence to the prin- 
ciples of justice. The great features of the Bill are the reserv- 
ing to quarter sessions alone the power of closing a public-house 
on what may be called grounds of public policy ; and the provision 
that if a house is closed on such grounds, compensation shall be 
paid to those interested in the premises out of a fund provided 
by the owners and tenants of the surviving licensed houses in 
the district. This power, however, is only to be exercised by 
quarter sessions, when the question of closing the house has 
been considered by the licensing justices and referred to quarter 
sessions by these justices with a report thereon. The existing 
power of licensing justices to refuse renewals is not in any way 
touched where the refusal is based on grounds affecting the 
character of the licence-holder, the condition or suitability of the 
premises, or the manner in which the business has been conducted. 
A refusal on any one of such grounds will of course continue to 
be subject to appeal to quarter sessions; but an important 
change in the law is proposed which will tend to simplify the 
prosecution of such appeals, for itis provided that in every case of 
such refusal the licensing justices shall “ in writing to the 
applicants the grounds of their refusal. This provision will do 
away with the great uncertainty which often now exists as to what 
objections an appellant has really to meet. ‘The compensation 
to be paid in case of closing a house on public grounds is fix 
at a sum’ equal to the difference between the value of the 
premises as licensed premises under the existing law and the 
value of the premises as non-licensed premises. ‘his sum is t0 





easy to evade the Gaming Act, 1892, and it may be that the 
Legislature will have to supplement its labours by providing, as / 


be divided amongst the persons interested in the licensed house 
in such shares as may be settled by agreement, or in default of 
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ent, as may be determined by quarter sessions. Who 
the ‘persons interested” are is not further defined. Clearly 
owners, tenants, and mortgagees are included. Many questions, 
however, will probably arise as to the interest of others. 
for example, if there is an agreement existing between the 
licence-holder and a mineral water manufacturer, that 
only the waters of that manufacturer shall be sold in 
the house, is hea “‘ person interested in the licensed premises ” ? 
He certainly may have a very substantial interest in the con- 
tinuation of the licence. Is a salaried manager included? Or 
are these persons to be deprived of something which may be of 

+ value without compensation? It has always been a great 
grievance in large boroughs that the decisions of their licensing 
justices should be liable to be overruled on appeal by the county 
quarter sessions. Why should the decisions of the Birmingham 
justices be interfered with by the county justices sitting at 
Warwick, most of whom are probably ignorant of the local 
conditions in the city? This old grievance the Bill proposes to 
remove, for it provides that in a county borough the appeal from 
the licensing justices of the borough shall be to the whole body 
of the justices of that borough presided over by the recorder. 





Qurrz apart from the great importance of the Bill to the 
general public, it is of peculiar interest to the legal profession. 
lf it passes into law in the form proposed, it will undoubtedly 
give rise to a considerable amount of remunerative business. 
Brewers and licensed victuallers are not, as a rule, without ample 
funds to spend in protecting their interests, and many questions 
will arise which cannot be dealt with without legal assistance. 
Tn fact, we should think that in some parts of the country the 
volume of business to be transacted at quarter sessions will be 
enormously increased, and no doubt there will be a fair crop of 
appeals to the High Court. Apart from the primary question of 
closing houses, there will be questions of the » am to be 
allotted to the different persons interested in the compensation. 
Then there will be difficult questions as to valuation of premises, 
and many other questions too numerous to refer to. To say the 
least, there seems to be opened up a fairly bright prospect for a 
considerable number of members of both branches of a not 
unworthy profession. Happy will those lawyers be whose 
business and interests lie in those districts in which teetotalers 
are most numerous and aggressive ! 





_ A conrEsponDENT whose letter we print elsewhere raises an 
interesting question with regard to the effect of the alternative 
form of proviso for re-entry in a lease which enables the lessor, 
not to re-enter immediately upon a breach of covenant, but, in 
the event of a breach, to determine the tenancy by a short 
notice to quit, such as seven days, with power to resume posses- 
sion at the expiration of the notice. The question is whether 
this is a successful evasion of section 14 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, so as to enable the lessor to obtain possession of 
the premises after a breach of covenant without observing the 
preliminaries required by section 14. Section 14 says, in sub- 
section 1, that ‘‘a right of re-entry or forfeiture under any 
proviso or stipulation in a lease, for a breach of any covenant 
or condition in the lease, shall not be enforceable” until notice 
has been served as specified in the section. The possibility of 

8 provision being evaded by a special limitation of the term 
until breach of covenant was present to the mind of the draftsman 
of section 14, and sub-section 5 enacts that, for the purposes of 
the section, ‘a lease limited to continue as long only as the 
lessee abstains from committing a breach of covenant shall be 
and take effect as a lease to continue for any longer term for 
which it could subsist, but determinable by a proviso for re-entry 
on such a breach.” Hence nothing is gained in regard to section 
14 by a limitation under which the term comes to an end auto- 
matically upon breach of covenant. The device to which our 
correspondent refers appears to be in strictness within neither 
of the cases provided for by section 14. The lessor who gives 
notice to determine the lease on account of a breach of 
Covenant does not purport to exercise any right of forfeiture. 

event has happened which, under a stipulation in the lease, 
entitles him to give notice to quit, and he gives notice accord- 
ingly. Nor can it be suggested that the lease is limited to 


continue until breach of covenant within the meaning of sub- 
section 5. The term comes to an end neither by forfeiture nor 
in pursuance of the limitation in the lease, but under a notice to 
quit. In fact, however, the use of the phrass “ notice to quit” 
conceals the real nature of the transaction. The cause of re-entry 
is the breach of covenant. The proviso postpones the landlord’s 
actual re-entry until the end of seven days from notice of his 
intention to take advantage of the forfeiture—for that is what 
the notice to quit means—but when the period has expired and 
the landlord re-enters, he is exercising a right of re-entry under 
a stipulation in the lease for a breach of covenant, and section 14 
applies. So, at least, the matter presents itself to us. 





Tue case of Ellinger v. The Mutual Life Insurance Co. of 
New York, which was considered by Bicuam, J., in the 
Commercial Court on the 9th and the 14th of March, has 
been read with some interest by those conversant with life 
insurance, as it deals with the application of what is known as 
‘‘the suicide clause.” The facts, as stated by the learned judge, 
were that in May, 1902, one Max Firnzere signed an applica- 
tion, addressed to the defendant company, for a policy of 
insurance for £4,000 for five years on his own life, and on the 
24th of May the policy was issued to him. The material parts 
of the application were as follows : ‘‘ This application made to the 
Mutual Life Assurance Co. of New York is the basis anda part of a 
proposed contract for insurance. . . . Thereby agree that all the 
following statements are by me warranted to be true, 
and are offered to the company as a consideration of the contract 
which I hereby agree to accept.” Then followed the statement 
(amongst others): ‘‘The fullname of the person to whom the 
insurance is payable is Extincer & Oo., Manchester. . . The 
insurable interest of the said beneficiary in the life proposed for 
insurance other than that of family relationship is to cover 
debt.” After these statements there were clauses by 
which the applicant warranted and agreed that during the 
next two years following the date of the contract of insurance 
he would not travel or reside in any part of the torrid zone or 
engage in certain hazardous employments, and that he would 
not engage in military or naval service in time of war without 
the written permission of the company, and the application 
concluded: ‘‘I also warrant and agree that I will not commit 
suicide, whether sane or insane, during the period of one 
year from the date of the said contract.” The question 
was as to the meaning and effect of this last clause. On 
the 24th of May, 1902, the policy was issued to Firyserc. 
It commenced with the words: ‘In consideration of the 
application for this policy, which is hereby made a part of 
this contract, the Mutual Life Assurance Co. of New York 
promises to pay . unto Extincer & Co., creditors of Max 
FriRnBERG £4,000 upon proof of the death of the said 
Max Frrnsere, provided such death takes place within the term of 
five years from the date hereof. In February, 1903, while 
the policy was still in force, Frrnsere committed suicide 
while temporarily insane. It will be observed that the 
clause as to suicide is different from that in the policies 
in most English companies which contain a proviso that 
the assurance shall be void in case the person whose 
life is assured dies by his own hand, but exempting the 
assurance from forfeiture to the extent of the interest of any 
third party under a bond fide assignment. If the policy uoder 
consideration had been framed on these lines, and had been 
assigned to or charged in favour of the plaintiffs, they would, so 
far as we can see, have been entitled to recover, inasmuch as 
FirxBerG was indebted to them in an amount equal to that 
secured by the policy. But in the absence of such provision, 
they could only contend that the clause as to suicide was not a 
condition which avoided the policy, since there were no express 
words to give it that effect, and that it was merely a personal 
warranty or independent agreement in respect of which the - 
defendant company might have a remedy by an action for 
damages against Frrnsera’s estate. The learned judge found 
it impossible for him to adopt this construction. He pointed out 
that the policy, though effected for the benefit of the plaintiffs, 
was made by the defendants with Frenserc, and with no other 





person. It wasin no sense a contract with the plaintiffs, and, as 
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between Frensrrc and the defendants, it was clear that in the 
event of suicide they were not to be liable on the policy. We 
think that the decision will meet with general approval, and we 
can only express our surprise that the plaintiffs should have 
acquiesced in a form of assurance less liberal than that of the 
English companies. 





Tue case of Lawrence § Bullen v. Aflalo and Cook (52 W. R. 
369), in which the House of Lords unanimously reversed the 
decision of the Court of Appeal (Romer and Srrruine, L.JJ., 
Vavenan Witutams, L.J., diss.) (51 W.R. 360; 1903, 1 Ch. 
318), which had affirmed Joycn, J. (50 W. R. 24; 1902, 1 Ch. 
264), settles a point of great importance to publishers and 
authors on the effect to be given to section 18 of the Copyright 
Act, 1842. That section provides that when the publisher or 
on pee of any enclyclopedia, magazine, or periodical work, 
shall have employed any person to compose articles for publica- 
tion in the same, and such articles shall have been composed 
under such employment on the terms that the copyright therein 
shall belong to such publisher or proprietor, and shall have been 
paid for by him, the copyright in the articles shall “belong to 
the publisher or proprietor, and be enjoyed by him as 
if he were the actual author. The meaning of this 
provision was considered in Sweet v. Benning (16 C. B. 
459), and it was held that the words “on the terms 
that the copyright therein shall belong to such pro- 
prietor” did not require that there should be any express 
agreement to this effect between proprietor and author. It was 
sufficient if, upon the circumstances of the case, it was a fair 
inference that the copyright was to belong to the proprietor, and 
this inference ought to be made from the fact that the author 
was employed and paid by the proprietor. ‘‘ Where,” said 
Jervis, C.J., ‘the proprietors of a periodical employ a gentle- 
man to write a given article or series of articles or reports, 
expressly for the purpose of publication therein, of necessity it 
is implied that the copyright of the articles so expressly written 
for such periodical, and paid for by the proprietors and pub- 
lishers thereof, shall be the property of such proprietors and 
publishers.” And the same view was adopted by the Court of 
Appeal in Lamb v. Evans (1893, 1 Ch. 225). “‘ Prima facie, at 

events, you will infer,” said Lryptey, L.J., “in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary, from the fact of employment and 
— that one of the terms was that the copyright should 
elong to the employer. That is not a necessary inference ; but 
in a case of this sort, where any other inference would be 
unbusinesslike, I should not hesitate myself to draw that 
inference.” 





THE axove interpretation of section 18 of the Copyright Act, 
1842, is, however, open to the objection, by no means a slight 
one, that it seems to render one of the requirements of the 
section superfluous. The section, as Romer, L.J., in the present 
case pointed out, requires that the proprietor of the encyclopsedia 
or magazine who claims the copyright in the articles shall 
establish three things: (1) Employment by him of the author 
to compose the article; (2) that the article was composed on the 
terms that the copyright should belong to the proprietor; and 
(3) that the proprietor paid for the article. But if from the 
fact of employment and payment it is to be inferred that the 
article was to belong to the proprietor, then it was needless 
to specify this as a distinct requirement. ‘The Legislature 
has in ages said,” observed the learned judge, ‘that 
not y must there be employment and payment, but 
it must be established that the employment was on the 
terms that the copyright should belong to the proprietor. 
Those terms cannot, therefore, of necessity be implied from 
the fact of employment and payment.” And similarly 


referred to above. Moreover, inasmuch as section 18 does not 
require that there shall be any express agreement as to eo 
right between the proprietor and the author, it is open to i, 
court to infer the real nature of the agreement from the general 
circumstances of the case, even though thetwo leading circumstanggg 
are the facts of employment and payment which are otherwisg 
required in order to satisfy the section. It is not a necessary 
inference from these facts that the copyright was to belong t 
the publisher, but when they are considered in reference to the 
conditions under which an enyclopeedia or magazine is produ 
then the reasonable view which a jury might be expected to take 
is that the copyright was to belong to the publisher who incurs 
the entire expense of the publication, and employs and pays the 
contributor. And whatever apparent violence this may do to 
the language of the statute, there can be little doubt that it 
represents the practical aspect of the matter. 





A quxstion which recently arose under the statutes regulating 
the procedure of the Island of Cyprus could not have arisen 
under the common law of this country. In the case of Ahmé 
Effendi v. Behaeddin (4 Cyprus Law Rep. 78) the Civil Pr. 
cedure Amendment Law 10 of 1885, s. 21, had enacted that any 
judgment for payment of money might be enforced by, in the 
first instance, “ a writ of seizure and sale of moveable property.” 
It was contended that standing crops were ‘‘ moveable property” 
within the meaning of the enactment, and might be seized 
under the writ in the same manner as they may be seized in 
England under a writ of fi. fa. against the goods of the debtor. 
The court, having regard to the fact that the expression “ move- 
able property” exists in the Turkish law, and is defined as 
everything which can be transferred from place to place, such 
as money, merchandize, animals, and things that can be 
measured and weighed, held that the writ of seizure did not 
apply to anything which could not be moved without cutting, 
breaking, or severing from the soil, such as buildings and 
trees or crops not severed from the soil. This decision is in 
accordance with the Code Napoleon, by which uncut crops and 
ungathered fruit are considered as immoveable property. 








A New Danger to Order rq. 
I. 


Tue decision of the Divisional Court in Fraser vy. Fraser (No. 2) 
(116 L. T. J. 572), if it remains unreversed, will have the 
effect of nullifying—or at least of seriously injuring—one 
of the most beneficial of recent improvements of procedure 
under order 14, namely, that introduced by the Rules of 
the Supreme Court, July, 1902, r. 2, which provides that 
where a master gives leave to defend he may by consent of 
parties refer the action for trial to himself or another master, 
No improvement of procedure in recent years has given greater 
satisfaction than this. It has been a success from the first 
moment of its introduction. Hundreds of actions have been 
thus disposed of at a merely trifling cost, and generally within 
few days from the time when the orders referring them were 
made. The above decision of the Divisional Court has closed the 
last door against the possibility of questioning in any way any 
decision of a master given on such a reference, and thereby, if 
we mistake not, has put an end, for the time being, to the con 
tinued success of the practice to which we are referring. We 


say “the last door” because Fraser v. Fraser was an action with a 


ast. It came before the master in chambers under order 14 and 
“ consent was ordered by the master to be referred to 
himself for trial under ord. 14, r. 7. The master made 
his certificate and directed judgment to be entered. The 





. Srreiisc, LJ., said: “I am unable to see that it is 
in accordance with a sound construction of an Act of Parliament | 
which requires three conditions to be satisfied in order that the | 
ight may belong to the publisher, to hold that the existence | 
of one of the three is to be inferred as a matter of law from} 
that of the other two.” But, though these considerations are 
entitled to great weight, the House of Lords considered that the 
construction of the section was already settled by the authorities 


defendant wished to question the master’s decision, and appealed 
to the judge in chambers. The judge, however, took the view 
that the decision was not that of a master acting in his official 
capacity of master, but was that of a referee to whom an action 
had been referred by order made with consent of parties. He, 
therefore, held that no appeal lay tohim. The defendant then 
appealed to the Court of pesel Fraser v. Fraser (No. 1), 1904, 
1 K. B. 56), when it was held that no appeal lay direct to the 
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Court of Appeal, and the suggestion was thrown out by 
Maruew, L.J., that the master’s position on such a reference was 
analogous to that of an official referee, from whom an appeal 


Arbitration Act, so far as it touches the point, to dispose of such 
an idea at once: 
‘*14, In any cause or matter (other than a criminal proceeding by the 


would lie, not to the Court of Appeal, but to the Divisional | crown 


Court. No actual decision was given on this latter point, but 
the judgments of all three of the Appeal judges were based upon 
the assumption that a master acting on a reference under ord. 14, 
r. 7, was in the position of a referee. Acting upon this suggestion, 
the defendant moved the Divisional Court to set aside the findings 
of the master on the reference, The Divisional Court took quite 
a different view of the position of the master on the reference. 
They appear to have considered kis position analogous to that 
of an arbitrator acting under a submission, and decided that no 
appeal lay to the Divisional Court. _ 

The position thus established renders it no longer safe to 
conse.t to a reference by order to a master under order 14. It 
has not hitherto been supposed for a moment that by so consent- 
ing the parties were depriving themselves of all right to question 
whatever decision might be given. The masters’ decisions on 
these references have given very great satisfaction, as is shewn 
by the growing number of consent orders of reference made, 
and also by the fact that the point as to the right of appeal was 
first raised when the rule had been in force for more than a 
year. But notwithstanding this confidence, it is, as a rule, too 
serious a responsibility for a solicitor to consent, on behalf of 
his client, to a mode of trial which he knows beforehand will 
deprive his client of all right of appeal. If this decision stands, 
therefore, it will be equivalent in its effect to a repeal of 
ord, 14, r. 7, which will require to be amplified by the Rule 
Committee in order to restore its beneficial operation. 

The matter is one of such importance that we make no apology 
for dealing at some length with the point involved, for it seems 
probable that the full bearing of the enactments and rules 
effecting it can hardly have been considered by the Divisional 
Court as the case was presented to them. 

The real point at issue is quite simple. If the master, acting ona 
reference under ord. 14, r. 7, is a referee te whom an action is 
referred for trial by order, as the Court of Appeal appeared to 
consider, his decision can be questioned by motion, in the Chancer 
Division to the judge of first instance, in the King’s Ben 
Division to the Divisional Court. If, on the other hand, his 
position is that of an arbitrator acting under submission, there 
is clearly no appeal from his decision. 

We will first consider the latter alternative. We may put 
aside the process of reference by submission out of court, or, 
as it is called in the Arbitration Act, 1889, ‘Reference by con- 
sent out of court,” for that has no application to the present 
case. The analogy would be confined to a submission made in a 
cause at law, dealt with in Russell on Arbitration (7th ed.), p. 71, 
and Chitty Arch. (14th ed.), 1587. This was a submission to an 
order referring the subject-matter of the action to an arbitrator. 
But without going into other differences between those references 
by order, and the reference to a master under order 14, we can 
hardly doubt that the analogy between the two is destroyed at 
once by one fundamental difference. In deciding a reference 
under order 14 the master invariably directs—and, indeed, is 
bound to direct (see ord. 40, r. 2)—judgment to be entered in 
accordance with his finding, whereas in the old common law 


submissions of the subject-matter of an action the arbitrator: 


had no power to direct judgment: Cock v. Gent (13 M. & W. 
864, 14 M. & W. 680), Hawkyard v. Stooks (2D. & L. 986), and 
see the other cases cited in support of this point, Chitty Arch. 
1589. It is this power and stligetion to direct judgment which 
draws a broad distinction between references for trial since the 
Arbitration Act and references to arbitration prior to that Act. 


When we proceed to consider by what authority the master, 
acting on a reference under order 14, directs judgment to be 
entered, the real nature of the reference to him is disclosed. It 
18 a reference of the action for trial under section 14 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889. Possibly, the fact that the action is 
referred under ord. 14, r. 7, “‘ with consent of parties,” appeared 
to the Divisional Court to place it in the same category as the 
old common law references by order on consent, but this is a 
merely superficial similarity quite inadequate for the purpose of 
80 placing it. It is only necessary to quote section 14 of the 





= 
‘* (a) If all the parties interested who are not under disability consent 
. . . the court or a judge may at any time order the whole cause or 
matter, or any question or issue of fact arising therein, to be tried before 
a special referee or arbitrator respectively agreed upon by the parties, or 
before an official referee or officer of the court.’’ 


The italics are, of course, our own, designed to emphasize the 
application of the terms of the section to a reference to the 
master under order 14. It will be seen that by clause (@) the 
consent of the parties is one of the necessary conditions under 
which an order of reference of an ordinary action can be made, 
and that where it can be referred to an official referee it can be 
referred to a master, who is “an officer of the court.” 

Passing now to the power of the master to direct judgment, 
we find the power clearly given by the rules which were issued 
in December, 1889, to supplement the provisions of the Arbitra- 
tion Act. Order 36, Part VIL, commencing with rule 43, deals 
with actions referred for trial to a referee, and rule 50 gives the 
referee ‘‘ the same power to direct that judgment be entered for 
any or either party, as a judge of the High Court.” And ord. 36, 
r. 55¢, provides that rule 50, and the other rules from 48 to 55 
‘shall apply where any cause or matter, or any question or issue 
of fact therein, is referred to an officer of the court.” It can be 
shewn that the term “ officer of the court” was specially intended 
to mean a master of the King’s Bench Division, but we reserve 
that point for the present. 

It is, therefore, clear that the master, acting on a reference of 
the action by order under order 14, derives his power to direct 
judgment from his position under section 14 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, and the Rules of the Supreme Court made under that 
Act. It is equally clear that he is bound to exercise the power 
so given to him. Ord. 40, r. 2, was amended by R. 8. C,, 
February, 1892, r. 4, with the special object of doing away 
with the necessity of a motion for judgment on the report or 
award of a referee after trial of an action by imposing on the 
referee the duty of directing judgment by his report. 

It now only remains to shew whether an appeal lies, by what 
proceeding, and to what court, against the judgment of an 
official referee or officer of the court (master) after trial of the 
action under the last-named section. 

For some time considerable doubt existed as to the proper 
court to which to appeal agaiust the judgment of a referee after 
trial, though no doubt has ever existed as to the right of appeal 
to some court. The question has now been settled by the Court 
of Ap in Wynne-Finch vy. Chaytor (1903, 2 Ch. 475), where 
it was held that a referee to whom an action was referred for 
trial under section 14 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, was not a 
“court or person” within the meaning of the Judicature Act, 
1894, s. 1 (5), and that ap from his decision lay, in the 
Chancery Division to the judge of first instance to whom the 
action was assigned, and in the King’s Bench Division to the 
Divisional Court. 

The mode of appealing in the King’s Bench Division is two- 
fold: (1) By motion to set aside or vary the report or award 
and the judgment entered thereon, or (2) by motion for a new 
trial. It is not necessary for our } gga purpose, as regards the 
second alternative, to do more n refer our readers to the 
decision in Gower v. Tobitt (39 W. R. 193). 

The usual practice in the King’s Bench Division is to appeal 
against the referee’s decision by notice of motion to the 
Divisional Court to set aside the report, findings, and judgment 
of the referee. Such application is made under ord. 40, r. 6, 
ord. 36, r. 52; and the time within which it must be made is 
fixed by ord. 64, r. 14, All of which, as it appears to us, for the 
reasons we have given, applies to the decision of a master on a 
reference under ord. 14, r. 7. 

We reserve for a subsequent issue an examination of the 
terms, history, and intention of the last-named rule, and also 
the question whether the common law reference of an action 
to arbitration by order on consent, which the Divisional Court 
appear to have had in their minds, has had any existence at all 
since the Arbitration Act, 1889, 
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The Relief of Underlessees Against 


Forfeiture. 


THE decision of the Court of Appeal in Gray v. Bonsal (52 
W. R. 387) is important as a confirmation of the construction 
which has been placed in previous cases on section 4 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1892—namely, that the right of an under- 
lessee under that section to relief against the forfeiture of the 
head-lease is not subject to the restrictions on forfeiture which 
are incorporated in section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. 
That section, as is well known, does not allow of a lessee 
obtaining relief against forfeiture occasioned by a breach of a 
covenant against assigning or underletting, or against forfeiture 
upon bankruptcy or execution, and it is also provided that the 
section is not to affect the law relating to re-entry or forfeiture, 
or relief in case of non-payment of rent. The restriction as to 
bankruptcy and execution has been relaxed by section 2 (2) of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1892, and events have shewn (see Barrow v. 
Isaacs, 1891, 1 Q. B. 417) that the Legislature might well have left 
a means of escape for the lessee in respect of a covenant against 
assignment. But while the section, even with its restrictions, has 
been of great benefit to lessees, it was not, so the courts held, 
couched in such Janguage as to allow of any relief being given to an 
underlessee who lost his interest in consequence of the forfeiture 
of the head-lease. It is true that sub-section 3 says that, for 
tke purposes of the section, a lease includes an original or 
derivative underlease, and a lessee includes an original or 
derivative underlessee, and hence it was possible to argue that 
the section applied as between the head-lessor and an under- 
lessee, as well as between persons in the immediate relation of 
lessor and lessee. But this argument was tried and rejected in 
Burt v. Gray (39 W. R. 249; 1891, 2Q. B. 98). “It would be 
extremely difficult,” said Marsew, J., in that case, ‘to say how 
relief could be equitably given in such a case, and I should 
exp: ct to find specific directions in the Act if the right of the 
lessor were intended to be interfered with in favour of a sub- 
lessee of part of the demised premises.” In Burt v. Gray the 
decision was facilitated by the fact thus noticed in the judgment, 
that the urderlease included only a part of the demised premises, 
butin Wind v. Nineteenth Century Building Society (42 W.R. 481; 
1894, 2 Q. B. 226) the same principle of construction was applied 
to section 2 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, even where the 
underlease comprised the whole of the demised premises. Under 
that sub-section a lessor is entitled in certain cases to recover 
from the lessee the solicitor’s and surveyor’s costs and expenses 
incurred in reference to a breach giving rise to a forfeiture, and 
it was held that this gave the lessor a remedy only against his 
immediate lessee, and not against an underlessee of the entire 
premises. 

To remedy the hardship upon an underlessee of not being 
able to obtain any relief against forfeiture for breach of the 
covenants in the head-lease, section 4 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1892, was passed. This provides that where a lessor is proceeding 
by action or otherwise toenforce a forfeiture under any covenant in 
a lease, the court may, on application by any person claiming 
as underlessee of the demised property or any part thereof, 
make an order vesting for the whole term of the lease or 
any lees term the demised premises or any part thereof in 
the underlessee upon such conditions as to execution of 
any deed or other document, payment of rent, costs, &c., 
as the court in the circumstances of each case thinks fit; 
but the underlessee is in no case entitled to require a 
lease to be granted to him for any longer term than 
he had under his original sub-lease. The section does not 
refer to any of the restrictions which are imposed by section 14 
upon granting relief against forfeiture, and the question was 
raised in Cholmeley School, Highgate v. Sewell (1894, 2 Q. B. 
906), whether the court had power under the Act of 1892 to 
grant to an underlessee relief which must have been refused 
under section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, to the lessee. 
An argument for refusing the relief was suggested by the 
provision that the two Acts are to be read together, and had the 
case of the lessee and the underlessee been precisely the same 
the argument might have prevailed. But in fact the cases are 


cases in which it would be inequitable to aliow a head-lesses tp 
apply for relief, but where it would be right to allow a sub. 
lessee to apply,” and inasmuch as the Legislature had made 
separate provision for the granting of relief to a sub-lessee, the 
natural course was to take section 4 as it stood and not read inté it 
the restrictions of section 14 of the Act of 1881, which related only 
to lessees. ‘‘ There is,’”’ said the learned judge, “‘no nece 
repugnancy or inconsistency between the two sections, and I am 
not obliged to construe section 4 in the sense that the under. 
lessee is to be no better off than if he were the lessee. I can 
perfectly sensibly read the two sections together, and doing so [ 
find that the underlessee may become entitled to a right which 
the lessee could not himself become entitled to.” And relief 
against forfeiture on the bankruptcy of the lessee was granted to 
the underlessees. 

The same view was subsequently taken of section 4 by the 
Court of Appeal in Jmray v. Oakshetie (45 W. R. 681; 1897, 
2 Q. B. 218). In that case the forfeiture of the head-lease had 
been incurred by breach of a covenant against underletting 
without the consent in writing of the head-lessor, so that as 
between him and the immediate lessee no relief could be granted; 
and it would be the same as between the head-lessor and the 
underlessee if section 4 of the Act of 1892 were read as merely 
an amendment of section 14 of the Act of 1881. But in fact 
section 4 is not an amending section. It is, as Ricsy, LJ, 
pointed out, a parallel and independent section, and is free from 
the trammels of section 14. ‘I come to the conclusion,” he 
said, ‘‘ that section 4 was deliberately intended to be a parallel 
section, and that the discretion given to the court involves a 
power (in very exceptional cases, I agree) to give relief to an 
underlessee even against forfeiture arising from a breach of a 
covenant not to assign.” The interposition of the qualification 
‘in very exceptional cases” seems to be unfortunate. It was 
not required by the language of the statute, and there is no 
reason why the court should thus fetter itself. The discretion 
given by the statutes in cases where they apply is the same in 
regard to a lessee and to an underlessee, and is one to be 
exercised by the court upon the merits of the particular case. 


The case of Gray v. Bonsal (supra) was in priaciple hardly 
distinguishable from Imray v. Oakshette (supra), though it dealt 
with another of the qualifications which section 14 imposes upon 
the grant of relief under that section. As already observed, the 
section does not touch the law as to forfeiture for non-payment 
of rent, and there was no necessity, at any rate as between lessor 
and immediate lessee, for any fresh statutory provision on this 
head. It has been the practice of courts of equity to look upon 
the proviso for re-entry for non-payment of rent as simply 
a security for the rent, and to grant relief against forfeiture 
upon payment of the rent and costs even after the lessor has 
recovered judgment for possession and the judgment has been 
executed, though by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, s. 
210, the time within which this can be done is limited to six 
months after execution. By the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1860, s. 1, a general power was conferred upon courts of com- 
mon law to grant relief for non-payment of rent upon the same 
terms and conditions as relief was granted in the Court of 
Chancery. ‘Thus the right of the immediate lessee to obtain 
relief was clearly established. 

It was also held that a similar right to relief existed in the 
case of an underlessee (Doe v. Byron, 1 O. B. 623), though, if 
the lease had been put an end to, relief could not apparently 
be granted unless the lessee was before the court. The question 
was raised and so decided in Hare v. Elms (41 W. R. 297 ; 1893, 
1 Q. B. 604). ‘In the case before us,” said Day, J., “ we are 
asked to set up against the original lessee a lease which has 
determined, and the lessee is not before the court. He may 
have a very strong interest ii the matter, fnd may have many 
equities to set up against an attempt by underlessees or mort- 
gagees to saddle him with a renewal of the lease. He has been 
relieved of this lease through the failure of somebody to pay the 
rent. It may well be that the lessee, if he was before the court, 
could shew good cause why the lease should not be set up against 
him, and why he should not have reimposed upon him the burden 
of the covenants from which he has been relieved”’: see, too, 
Howard v. Fanshawe (43 W. R. 645; 1895, 2 Ch, at p. 589). 





not the same. “I can imagine,” said Cuantes, J., “ many 


It would appear, then, that though an underlessee is entitled to 
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relief from forfeiture for non-payment of rent under the equit- 
able doctrine incorporated in the Common Law Procedure Acts, 
yet his position differs from that of an immediate lessee in that 
he cannot obtain relief without bringing a third party before 
the court. This furnishes a strong argument for giving the 
same construction to section 4 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, 
in regard to forfeiture for non-payment of rent as in regard to 
forfeiture for breach of covenant. If section 4 were, 
in the language above used, an amending section, it 
would have to be read subject to the qualifications of 
section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and consequently 
it would not touch the law of relief against forfeiture 
for non-payment of rent. But it is not an amending, but an 
independent section, and it is independent of section 14 in regard 
to non-payment of rent as well as in regard to the covenants 
specially excepted from that section. The underlessee has, 
under the Common Law Procedure Acts, a right to relief in the 
case of non-payment of rent, but it is subject to an inconvenient 
requirement. The Conveyancing Act, 1892, gives him, by 
section 4, a general right to relief from forfeiture under 
any provision of the lease, including, therefore, the provision 
for payment of rent. There is no exclusion of forfeiture 
for this cause as in section 14, and the circumstances shew 
that there is good reason for this difference. The under- 
lessee obtains under section 4 a more beneficial right to relief 
than he has under the Common Law Procedure Acts, and he is 
not to be deprived of it because the lessee’s right to relief 
under section 14 does not extend to non-payment of rent. ‘The 
Court of Appeal, accordingly, have taken this view of section 4. 
“Tt is clear to my mind,” said Romer, L.J., “that relief could 
have been granted to the underlessees, either under the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, or under the Conveyancing 
Act, 1892. But there are certain difficulties which would 
have arisen in imposing the terms which are required to be 
imposed by the Common Law Procedure Act in consequence of 
the fact that the original lessee and his assignee are not before the 
court. Those difficulties do not arise if the Conveyancing 
Act, 1892, is applied; and in my opinion the general powers 
conferred upon the court by section 4 of that statute for 
protecting underlessees on forfeiture of superior leases ought to 
be enforced here.’’ Relief was therefore granted upon condition 
of the underlessees entering into direct covenants with the 
lessor and making good any existing breaches of covenant. 








Reviews. 


Mr. Commissioner Kerr. 


CoMMISSIONER KERR: ANINDIVIDUALITY. By G. Pirr-Lewis, K.C. 
SECOND IMPRESSION. WITH Two Portraits. T. Fisher Unwin. 


Mr. Pitt-Lewis has in this volume rendered a pious service to the 
memory of his friend the late Judge of the City of London Court. 
Robert Malcolm Kerr was called to the Scotch bar in 1843, but he 
soon decided to try his fortune in London, and was called to the 
English bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1848. His marriage in the same year 
furnished him with imperative reasons for attempting to obtain an 
official position, and he commenced in 1851 to act as deputy county 
court judge, and in the two following years published, first an edition 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, and then a work entitled 
“An Action at Law.” Subsequently he published an edition of the 


Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, and of Blackstone, and in 1859 his’ 


industry was rewarded by his election by the Common Council out of 
fourteen candidates to the Judgeship of the City of London Court at a 
salary of £1,200 a year. The conspicuous position which his judge- 
ship for many years gave him before the public is still in the recollection 
of our readers, and he distinguished himself by the energy with which 
he dealt with the increasing business of his court. This energy was 
rewarded from time to time by substantial increases of salary, and 
for the last ten years of his tenure of office it stood at £3,200; but, 
while this was dvuubtless deserved, the pertinacity with which the 
judge strove for it was not quite in keeping with his frequently- 
expressed views as to solicitors’ costs. ‘‘ Never,” he said, ‘‘go to 
law under any circumstances, You had much better lose your money 
than go to law. As a rule it only puts money into the pockets of the 
lawyers—the very worst form in which it can be spent.” But this, 
doubtless, was only the language of humorous exaggeration, and 
such remarks served the purpose of making the court lively. Interest 
was creat-d also by the recurring trouble on ths question of taking 


not-s. The whole history of this dispute is set out in Mr. Pitt- 
Lewis’s pages, and many interesting examples are given of the racy 
manner in which the late judge conducted the business of his court. 
He is aptly described as ‘‘ an individuality,” and he has found in Mr. 
Pitt-Lewis a faithful and sympathetic biographer. 





Books Received. 


A Treatise on the Law of Collisions at Sea, with an Appendix con- 
tainining Extracts from the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, the 
Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea, and Local Rules of 
Navigation for the Thames, Mersey, and Elsewhere. Fifth Edition. 
By R. G. MarsDEN, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation. Edited for tha 
Society by Sir Joun Macponkgtt1, C.B., LL.D., and EpwarD MAnson, 
Esq. New Series. Vol. V., Part II. John Murray. 


An Epitome of Company Law for the Use of Students. By 
W. H. Hasrines KELKE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 





Correspondence. 


Power to Determine Lease. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to the form given in note (c), p. 711, vol. 1, of the 
last (7th) edition of Key & Elphinstone’s Precedents in Conveyancing, 
of a power to determine a lease on breach of covenant by seven days’ 
notice to quit: Is this power a power of re-entry within section 14 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, so that the statutory notice would be 
requisite, and the power of the court to relieve would apply ? 

As a power to determine by short notice to quit, which would not 
come within section 14, would be of considerable benefit to lessors in 
many cases, obviating the difficulties and delay of the provisions of 
section 14—in cases such as that of a licensed house where early 
possession may be necessary to save the licence—and would permit a 
defaulting tenant to be dealt with more simply and expeditiously as 
a tenant holding over after notice to quit, you may perhaps think the 
point worthy of consideration in your paper. 

Section 14 (5) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, appears to deal with 
terms which determine upon breach of covenant, but not with terms 
determinable by notice to quit. Z. 

April 21. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S../.] 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


WILLIAMS v. NORTH'S NAVIGATION COLLIERIES, 1889 (LIM.). 
No. 1. 22nd April. 

Emptoyer aNp Workman—Waces—Emp.oyver’s Ricar or Setr-orr— 
Depvuction — Sum Payaste uNpER EmpLoyers and Workmen Act, 
1875—Truck Act, 1831, s. 3. 

This was an appeal from an order of Bucknill, J. The plaintiffs were 
miners in the employment of the defendants. On the 22nd of December, 
1903, the plaintiffs, in breach of their contract of service, abseuted them- 
selves from work without having given notice. The defendants took 
proceedings against the plaintiffs before a court of summary jurisdiction 
under the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875. On the 16th of January, 
1904, the justices ordered each of the plaintiffs to pay to the defendants 
30s. as damages, the money to be payable in three fortnightly instal- 
ments of 10s. each, the first instalment being made payabie on Satur- 
day, the 30th of January, and the two other instalments on Saturday, 
the 13th of February, and Saturday, the 27th of February. Those 
respective dates were the fortnightly colliery pay-days. In paying the 
plaintiffs their wages on the 30th of January the defendants deducted 
therefrom the sum of 10s. in each case. On the Ist of February the 
plaintiffs brought this action to recover the sums of 1(s. so deducted from 
their wages, for a declaration that such deduction was illegal, and for an 
injunction to restrain the defendants from making any similar deduction 
from future wages. Bucknill, J., granted an interim injunction. The 
defendants appealed. It was agreed that the question to be determined 
by the court should be whether the deduction was illegal under section 3 
of the Truck Act, 1831, without prejudice to the question whether the case 
was a proper one either for an injunction or a declaration. 

Tur Court (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Marnew, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Couits, M.R., said that the main object of the Truck Act was to pro- 
hibit the payment of wages otherwise than in coin. The plaintiffs sought 





to get out of section 3 something which was not to be found in it—viz., an 
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absolute obligation on the employer, whether he had a right of set-off or 
not, to pay the workman the whole amount of the nominal sum which 
but for any such right of set-off would be payable as wages. The section, 
however, dealt with the mode of payment, not with the amount to be paid. 
Section 5, which forbad a set-off in respect of goods supplied by the employer, 
impliedly sanctioned all other rights of set-off. Section 9 declared that a 
payment made illegal by the Act should be an offence; it did not make 
non-payment of wages an offence. The law was clearly laid down in 
Chawner v. Cummings (8 Q. B 311). The plaintiffs relied on observations 
of Bowen, L.J., in Hewlett v. Allen §& Sons (1892, 2 Q. B. 662). But those 
observations, when read in their context, did not support the contention 
that it was a breach of statutory obligation to make a deduction in respect 
of an admitted set-off. 
Romer, L.J., said that the Truck Act, 1831, did not constitute as a 
punishable offence the mere non-payment of part of a workmen’s wages, 
where the master, who was (apart from any special provisions of the Act) 
entitled to a set-off in respect of an ordiuary debt due to him from the 
man equal to the amount of wages retained, claimed a set-off and a right 
of retainer in respect of that debt, the debt not being one in respect of 
goods, wares, or merchandize, a set-off of which was prohibited by 
section 5 of the Act. 
Marnew, L.J., said that, in his opinion the view of the meaning of 
section 3 indicated in previous decisions was the correct one—viz., that 
the statute did not apply to cases of non-payment. It was argued that, 
assuming there was a right of set-off, still it was not available at the time 
when the wages became due. But he could not see anything in the Act to 
justify the contention that it was the duty of the employers to hand over 
the whole amount of the wages and to take steps to enforce their set-off at 
some future time.—Counse., Bankes, K.C., Montague Lush, K.C.,and A. J 
Ashton; Isaacs, K.C., S. T. Evans, K.C., Bailhache, and John Sankey. 
Soutcrtors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for C. § W. Kenshole, Aberdare; Smith, 
Rundell, § Dods, for Walter Morgan, Bruce, §& Nicholas, Poutypridd. 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


GUARDIANS OF WEST HAM UNION v. GUARDIANS OF HOLBEACH 
UNION. No.1. 19th April. 


Poor Law—Setrrtement—Caitp Unner Ace or SrxteEN—Power or Cup 
Unver S§1xteen tro Aceurre Serrtement By Resmpence—Divipep 
PanisHes Act, 1876, s. 34. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court on a case 
stated by justices (1903, 2 K. B. 627). The question was as to the place 
of the last legal settlement of George Ernest Neep, a pauper child of the 
age of two years. The justices of the county of the parts of Holland, 
Lincolnshire, adjudged that the parish of West Ham, in the West Ham 
Union, was the place of settlement, subject to this case. The facts set out 
in the case were as follow: George Ernest Neep was the illegitimate child 
of Emma Neep, and was born in the Holbeach Union Workhouse on the 
25th of October, 1899. Emma Neep, the mother of the pauper, was the 
illegitimate child of Mary Ann Neep, and was born in the parish of 
Tilney St. Lawrence, in the Wisbech Union, on the 11th of April, 1879. 
Mary Ann Neep married Alfred Frederick Chapman, at Tilney St. 
Lawrence, on the 23rd of December, 1881. From the 27th of June, 
1890, to the 7th of September, 1893, Alfred Frederick Chapman resided in 
the parish of West Ham, in the West Ham Union, with his wife for a 
term of three years, in such manner and under such circumstances in each 
of such years as would, in accordance with the several statutes in that 
behalf, render him irremovable therefrom and settled therein. From the 
7th of September, 1893, Alfred Frederick Chapman continued to reside in 
the parish of West Ham and was in receipt of relief from the West Ham 
Union until his death on the 8th of September, 1894. His wife, Mary Ann 
Chapman, resided with him until his death. From the 8th of September, 
1894, Mary Ann Chapman (the widow of Alfred Frederick Chapman and 
the mother of Emma Neep) continued to reside in the parish of West 
Han, and was in receipt of relief from the West: Ham Union from the 8th 
of September, 1894, until the 28th of November, 1895, when she ceased to 
reside in the West Ham Union. She died in the Poplar Union Infirmary 
on the 14th of October, 1896. From the 27th of June, 1890, to the 
28th of July, 1893, Emma Neep (the mother of the pauper) resided with 
Alfred Frederick Chapman and her mother, Mary Anu Chapman, in the 
parish of West Ham, in the West Ham Union. On the 28th of July, 
1893, she went into service in the Poplar Union, and had since had no 
settled residence. On the 3rd of December, 1901, an order of justices was 
obtained on behalf of the respondents adjudging the pauper to be settled 
in the appellant union. Before the justices the appellants contended that 
the settlement of Emma Neep could not be ascertained without inquiring 
into the derivative settlement of her parent, Mary Ann Chapman, and that 
she must be deemed to be settled in the parish of Tilney St. Lawrence, 
where she was born. The respondents contended that Emma Neep 
acquired a legal settlement in the parish of West Ham by reason of the 
residence there of Alfred Frederick Chapman and his wife or by reason of 
the residence of Emma Neep for upwards of three years prior to the 28th 
of July, 1893, in such manner and under such circumstances in each of 
such years as would, in accordance with the provisions of the several 
statutes in that behalf, render her irremovable therefrom. The question 
for the opinion of the court was whether, upon the facts above stated. 
Emma Neep acquired a settlement, under the Divided Parishes and Poor 
Law Amendment Act, 1876, ss. 34 and 35, in the parish of West Ham in 
the West Ham Union. The Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C0.J., and 
Wills and Channell, JJ.) were of opinion that Emma Neep acquired an 
original settlement for herself in the West Ham Union by residence for 
three years, under section 34 of the statute, and not merely a derivative 


5 


ae 
the order of the justices. The Guardians of the West Ham Union appealed 
to the Court of Appeal. 

Tue Court (Cottrins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismisseq 
the appeal. 

Coriins, M.R., said the question was whether Emma Neep had, undp 
section 34 of the Divided Parishes Act, 1876, acquired for herself a settj,, 
ment in West Ham by three years’ residence in that parish. She hag 
while she was under the age of sixteen, resided there with her mother and 
her mother’s husband, their residence having been for more than 
years and in such manner and under such circumstances in each of sug 
years as would render them irremovable. It was contended on the part ¢ 
the Guardians of West Ham that section 34 did not deal with unemang. 
pated persons or persons under the age of sixteen, but only with person 
over the age of sixteen. In his opinion that contention was disposed of 
the case of Reg. v. Elvet (2 E. & E. 266), in which it was decided, before th. 
Act of 1876, that a status of irremovability might be acquired by resideng 
during non-emancipation. That had been approved of by the House of 
Lords since the Act in Guardians of Reigate Union v. Guardians of Croydm 
Union and the two other cases that were heard at the same time (14 A 
Cas 465). In his opinion, Emma Neep, on attaining the age of si 
was entitled to claim the benefit of her three years’ residence in West Ham 
while she was under sixteen as conferring on her a settlement under section 
34 of the Divided Parishes Act. 


Romer, L.J., said that this case was governed by the second of the three 
cases heard together by the House of Lords, Guardians of Highworth ang 
Swindon Union v. Guardians of Westbury-on-Severn Union. That decided 
that a child after emancipation might claim to have acquired a settlement 
by residence for three years while under the age of sixteen. The Lor 
Chancellor said that no distinction was drawn between emancipated and 
unemancipated residence. 


Matuew, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Montague Lush, K.C., and W, J, 
Grubbe ; Rawlinson, K.C., and C. B. Marriott. Soxicrrors, F. £. Hilleary ; 
Callard § Vulliamy, for Richard P. Mossop, Holbeach. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law ]} 


ADA GIBSON v. WORMALD & WALKER (LIM.). No. 1. 22nd April, 


Master anp ServANT—CoMPENSATION FoR INJURIES BY ACCIDENT —Marrm 
Decipep By ARBITRATOR APPOINTED BY County Court JupGE—Awarp 
—No APPLICATION THAT AWARD SHOULD BE SraTeED IN A Specrar Case 
Mabe at tHE Hrearrnc—AppekaAL To Court or ApPpEAL—J URISDICTION— 
WorkMen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37), Scuepung 
II., cuauses 2, 3, 4—Workmen’s CompensaTION Ruuus, 1898, nr, 30, 


Appeal by the defendants from the decision of an arbitrator appointed 
by the county court judge under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
Che applicant having filed a request for abitration for the assessment of 
compensation under the Act, the county court judge, under clause 2 of 
Schedule II. to the Act, appointed a barrister as arbitrator to hear and 
determine the claim. The arbitrator found for the applicant, and 
the employers appealed from his dezision to this court. Upon the 
appeal being opened, couns~l for the applicant took the preliminary 
objection that no appeal lay direct to the Court of Appeal from an 
arbitrator appointed by the county court judge. Noapplication was made 
to the arbitrator during the hearing to state a case for the opinion of the 
county court judge, and though an application was made to him after he 
had made his award, he held that he was functus officio aud could not enter- 
tain the application. It was argued in support of the objection that the 
only right of appeal was given by clause 4 of Schedule II. of the Act of 
1897, which provided that an arbitrator might, if he thought fit, submit 
any question of law for the decision of the county court judge, whose 
decision either on such submission or in any case where he himself settled 
the matter under the Act, should be final, unless either party, in accordance 
with the conditions prescribed by rules of court, appealed to the Court of 
Appeal. By rule 30 of the Workmen's Compensation Rules, 1898, where 
an arbitrator submitted a question of law to the county court judge, such 
submission was to be in the form of a special case: Leech v. Life and Health 
Assurance Association (1901, 1 K. B. 707). Therefore no appeal would lie 
directly to this Court from the award of a lay arbitrator. For the masters 
it was contended that a lay arbitrator had by clause 3 of Schedule IL. all 
the powers of the county court judge and that his decision therefore 
carried with it all the limitations and incidents attendant upon that 
position. One of those incidents was a right of appeal, and his award 
could be appealed against as if it were the decision of the county court 
judge by whom he had been appointed to act. If the contention of the 
applicant was upheld and the objection allowed, the effect would be that 
the award of a lay arbitrator would be final unless he acceded to a request 
to state a case during the proceedings. It might be that this was a casus 
omissus from the provisions of the statute, and if the court held it was, they 
had power to decide the point raised by the objection according to what 
was submitted to be the obvious intention of the Legislature, and hear the 
appeal on its merits. 


Tue Covrr (Cotirys, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L JJ.) held that 
this was not a casus omissus,as it was reasonable to suppose that the 
Legislature intended that no appeal should lie from the arbitrator 
appointed by the county court judge except where he thought fit to 
submit a question of law for the decision of the county court judge. They 
therefore upheld the objection. Appeal dismissed with costs.—CounsBh, 
J. A. Compston, for the applicant ; Scott Fox, K.C., and Wilberforce, for the 
masters. Soxicrrors, Walker § Rowe, tor F. Dwyer, Dewsbury; W. Telfer 
Leviansky, for Clegg § Son, Sheffield. 





settlement from her mother under section 35. They therefore affirmed 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rei, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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HAMILTON v. SEAL. No. 2. 19th April. 


PRAcTIce —Cosrs —New Trrat—Misprrection or Jury—Svuccessrut ApPuii- 
CATION. 

This was au appeal of the defendant from a verdict and judgment of 
Grantham, J., anda special jury, for judgment or new trial. The appli- 
cation was on the geound that the jury had been misdirected. 

Tar Covrt (VaveHan Wittiams, Srrruine, and Cozens-Harpy, L JJ.), 
taving granted the application for a new trial, a question arose as to 
whether the costs of the application that succeeded should be the appli- 
eants or abide the result of the new trial. 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said : 
In practice the order made in Bray v. Ford (1896, A. C. 44) has not been 
considered as an order laying down a general rule, but is merely an order in 
that particular case. It appears that the Court of Appeal, in dealing with 
these common law cases have generally done so upon the ground that there 
was no absolute rule applicable to all cases, but there was a discretion in 
the court either to give, or to abstain from giving, or to reserve, the costs. 
Therefore we have to exercise that discretion, and tor myself, although I 
cannot say that there is any general rule which can be applied to these 
cases, in the absence of special circumstances, as far as I can say, where 
there is an application for a new trial, and one has been ordered, and the 
other side have opposed that application, I think that primd facie the costs 
should be borne by those who opposed the application. In our judgment 
the costs of this application ought to be paid by the respondents. The 
costs of the first trial will abide the result of the second, subject to 
directions. 

Srmunc and Cozens-Haxrpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Scott Foz, 
K.C., and Thorn Drury; Kemp, K.C., and F. M. Abrahams. Soutcrrors, 
H. Ellis ; Seal §& Edgelow. 

[Reported by A. R. Taytovr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


JOHNSTON v. THE GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. No. 2. 
2ist and 22nd April. 

Rumway AccipEnt —NEGLIGENCE—RarILWay Company's Liasitity —DaMaGeEs 
—Misprrection—Apr ication FoR New Triat-ror Excesstve Damaces 
RervseD. 

This was an application by the defendants for a judgment or new trial 
from a verdict and judgment of Grantham, J., and a special jury of 
Middlesex. The facts were as follows: The action was originally brought 
to recover damages for personal injury to the plaintiff in a railway accident 
on the defendants’ railway. The plaintiff, Mr. G. W. P. Johnston, was 
engaged in business as an engineer, and was travelling from Cardiff to 
Liverpool for the purpose of inspecting some land on the day in question. 
When he was only a few miles from his destination: the carriage in which 
he was was derailed owing to the negligence of the company’s servants, 
and dragged on its side for about 150 yards, and the plaintiff was in 
consequence seriously injured. The question of negligence was not 
disputed by the defendant company, and only the amount of damages 
was in dispute. The plaintiff was connected with a firm well 
known in the engineering world, the partners in the Johnston line, 
a Liverpool firm, being his uncles, and, as he was well qualified, 
had very good prospects of obtaining the post of superintendent of 
marine engineering. At the date of the accident in November, 1902, 
he was employed by his father at a salary of £3 per week, and was living 
with him at Surbiton. His employment consisted in reporting on certain 
engineering matters. The injury to the plaintiff was so severe that an 
operation was advised for his left leg, and evidence was given on his behalf 
that even if the operation was successful his left leg would not be 
sufficiently strong to enable him to inspect marine engines and boilers, 
which would probably involve his going upstairs and downstairs and into 
places difficult of access. The defendants on their part shewed by certain 
evidence that such would not be the case, and that he would still be 
able to attend to his profession. At the trial the jury found a verdict 
for the plaintiff, and awarded him £3,000 damages. From this the 
defendant company appealed, applying for judgment or new trial. 

Tae Court (VavcHan Witiiams, Stirumc, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the application. 
_Vavenan Wiuiams, L.J.—TI have tried to give this case every considera- 
tion. In these railway company cases, it is well known that juries are 
prone when damages are sought by a plaintiff in respect of injuries 
sustained in a railway accident to give a larger amount than justice really 
permits. Certainly £3,000 does strike one as being large, larger than [ 
personally should have given in such acase. But it appears to me quite 
plain upon the authorities that the fact that the amount awarded is larger 
than what the court would have given is not sufficient for granting a new 
trial. If the only matter that is brought before the court is the over- 
estimate of the damages, I take it that the rule laid down by the late 
Lord Esher in Fraed v. Graham (38 W. R. 103, 24 Q. B. D. 53), if properly 
understood, plainly binds us. If one looks at it, and treats that decision 
of a Court of Appeal as binding this court, it does not prevent us from 
looking at other decisions of the Court of Appeal, and construing it in the 


light of those decisions. 
damages, then the rale of Lord Esher should govern our decision, and I 


find nothing in the other decisions of the Court of Appeal which in any wa; 
‘| statement was untrue, and the second vanished with it. 


impugns that decision. [His lordship read Lord Esher’s remarks on p. 35, 


Tf it had only been an over-estimate of the | amounted to £150,000. 


James, L.J., it shews that it may som=times be right to order a new trial, 
even although it could not be said that the damages were so large that 
twelve sensible men could not reasonably have given them. In that particu- 
lar case the damages were not impugned as being too large, but as being too 
small, for there the jury must have taken into consideration the fact that 
the plaintiff had a wealthy wife, and he need not, therefore, earn his own 
living. That is the inference drawn from the circumstances of the case, 
and, [ take it, the same principle applies here, if, as here, the damages are 
impugned as being too high, and that if the court can draw the inference 
from the circumstances of the case that the jury awarded too high 
damages, and in contravention of the ofder of the judge, it can order a 
new trial. [His lordship read part of Cockburn, L J.’s, judgment on p. 
408.] I say that in the present case if I could come to the conclusion 
that, looking at the figures, the jury must have taken into account some 
measure of damage not applicable to the plaintiff’s claim, then we ought 
to order a new trial. The decision of Cockburn, LJ., is affirmed by 
James, L.J., in the Court of Appeal. [His lordship read part of the 
judgment of James, L.J.] The only way in which the figures and cireum- 
stances of this case could prove that the jury had taken into considera- 
tion topics which they ought not, or applied a measure of damages which 
they ought not, is, if the court can draw the inference that the jury had 
disregarded the fact that the accidents of life might diminish the plaintiff's 
earning capacity, and had given him a sum which would enable him not 
to work for his living. It is very difficult to estimate the damage 
in such a case, but if you take the evidence as a whole, I cannot say that 
the jury were not entitled to take into consideration the possibility that 
the plaintiff would never be able to accept the position of superintendent 
of marine engineering, and there is no doubt he was well qualified for it, 
and his lordship referred to Rowley v. The London and North- Western Railway 
Co. (21 W. R. 869, L. R. 8 Ex., p. 221). I will deal very shortly with the 
suggested misdirection. [His lordship pead the passage in the summing- 
up, and came to the conclusion there was no misdirection.] In my 
judgment this application for a new trial must be refused. 

Srrattnc, and Cozens-Harpy, LJJ., concurred.—CovunseL, Lawson 
Walton, K C., and Park Goff; Rufus Isaacs, K.C., and Chester Jones. 
Soxicrrors, R. R. Nelson ; Leslie Williams § Alder. 

[Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
TAIT vy. MACLEAY. Kekewich, J. 26th April. 


Prosrectus—ALLEGED Unrrvue StatEMENTS—NON-DISCLOSURE OF 
ConTRACTs. 


This was an action by the plaintiff for damages for loss sustained by him 
owing to untrue statements contained in a prospectus issued by the com- 
pany of which defendant was a director. The Standard Exploration Co— 
one of the Whitaker Wright companies—was incorporated on the 11th of 
February, 1898, under the Companies Acts, with a capital of £1,500,000 in 
£1 shares. The prospectus (inter alia) stated that the company had 
acquired several valuable options, and received in respect of them various 
financial proposals. There were statements also to the effect that a share 
department had been instituted for the purpose of acquirin; and dispos- 
ing of shares and debentures in approved undertakings, that many pro- 
perties had been acquired so valuable that already the profits made at the 
time of the issue of the prospectus were more than enough to pay a 
dividend of 10 per cent. on tbe total capital of the company. The 
plaintiff, induced by these statements, subscribed for 200 shares in the 
company. He now asked for a declaration that the defendant was under 
the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890, liable to pay him compensation for the 
damage sustained by him by reason of the untrue statements, also a 
declaration that the said prospectus was fraudulent within the meaning of 
section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, and for damages for loss through 
having been induced to apply for shares on the faith of the said 
prospectus. 

Kexewicn, J., said that the plaintiff sued on two grounds, relying on a 
different Act of Parliament for each First he said that he was induced to 
take shares in this company by reason of statements in the prospectus 
which were untrue or misleading, and further, that the prospectus did not 


disclose certain contracts which ought to have been disclosed. With regard 
to the first claim he relied on the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890, and with 
e plaintiff was bound 


regard to the second on the Companies Act, 1867. 
to prove in the first place that he took the shares on the faith of the 
prospectus. It had been said again and again by different judges that it 
was impossible for a man truthfully to say, a long time after he took the 
shares, that he relied on this statement rather than on that. The question 
was, Did the witness rely on the prospectus as a whole? Here the witness 
had sworn that his attention was particularly called to the statements 
headed ‘‘ Share Department’ to the effect that the directors had acquired 
large holdings in promising companies, among others the London and 
Globe, which then appeared to be a successful company. Also his 
attention was directed to the statements that the profits on these shares 
Now, these shares were not held by the 
prospectus, nor was there any 
The result was that the first 
Plaintiff says that 


he relied on this statement, and I must believe that he was induced by 


Standard Co. at the date of the 
contract by which they could be called for 


If one looks merely at the alleged over-estimate of the damages, I am ) 
not prepared to say that the damages are so large that twelve sensible | that statement and by the other statements in the prospectus to take his 
shares, and so he is entitled to recover damages against anyone issuing that 


men could not reasonably have given them. 


But in my judgment if one 
The London and South-Western Railway Co. (27 


prospectus. As regards non-disclosure of contracts under section 38 of the 





looks at Phillips v. 


W. R. 797, 4 Q. B.D. 406, 28 W. R. 10, 5 Q. B. D. 78), either in | Companies Act, 1867. 
the Queen’s Bench before Cockburn, L.J., or in the Court of Appeal before 


There was a contract dated the 27th of October, 
1898, with reference to shares in the Austin Friars Syndicate which should 
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have been disclosed. 
point had been settled by the Court of Appeal in McConnel v. Wright (1903 


1 Ch. 546), and so primd facie as the detendant was director and tock part. 
but he says,I did 
Now, 
“knowing ’’ means knowing of the contract which ought to have been 
He said he had forgotten it and that it was not present to his 
Now total 
forgetfulness may be equal to total ignorance, and sometimes a man may 
But this contract was entered into by a company of 

He said he found the matter cut and dried when 
But he was present at the meeting of the 


in the issue of the prospectus he must be held liable ; 
not ‘‘knowingly issue the same,’’ in the words of section 38. 


disclosed. 
mind on the 12th of .May when the prospectus was issued. 


successfully plead 1t. 

which he was director. 
his attention was drawn to it. 
12th of May when the prospectus was issued, and at that meeting the 
minutes of the previous meeting, at which the contract was approved, was 


read over, so he can’t be allowed to say that he sat there and did not hear 


it. SoI find that he ‘‘ knowingly ’’ omitted to state this contract in the pro- 
spectus. As regards the contract relating to the option for purchasing Pandé 
Basin. It was not said that the defendant did not know of that. The 
terms upon which the option was to be acquired were not stated, and that 
was of great importance. Now I come to the contract or contracts 
whereby the directors got very large holdings in prosperous companies. 
But plaintiff says that there were no such contracts. How, then, can he 
complain that they were not disclosed? He should first prove the contract 
before he complains of the omission. Upon this head the plaintiff fails. 
Now, it is said the defendant is to be excused under the Direc:ors’ Liability 
Act because he had reasonable grounds to believe, and did believe, that 
the statements as to the acquisition of shares were true. J think the 
defendant took more precautions than most directors do, but even he did 
not do what he ought to have done. It is not enough to take the words of 
a solicitor or counsel, however eminent, as to the facts stated in a pro- 
spectus. The defendant took upon himself to state facts which were untrue, 
and he must take the consequences. Judgment for the plaintiff, except as 
to one item in which he failed, and he must have the costs of the action. 
—CovunseL, Warrington, K.C., and W. Higgins; Warmington, K C., and 
Ashton Cross. Soxicrtors, Lesser & Danger ; Gilbert Robins. 
Beported by Atraep C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
POLLEY +. FORDHAM. Div. Court. 15th April. 


liteGAL Distress—ComMENCEMENT OF AcTION—PunLic AvTHoritres Pro- 
TECTION Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 61), 8. 1, suB-secTION 1. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the county court judge at 
Shoreditch, and raised an important point under the Public Authorities 
Protection Act. The following are the facts of the case: On the 11th of 
February, the plaintiff, John Polley, was summoned for not having two 
of his children vaccinated, and was in each case tined 20s. and cos's. 
Distress was levied on the 17th of April, and on the 27th of April the 
distress was paid out by the plaintiff under protest. On the 8th of July, 
1903, the conviction was (by consent) quashed by this court on the ground 
that the summonses were issued more than eighteen months after the birth 
of the children. The plaintiff therefore brought an action for £50 for 
illegal distress. The county court judge gave judgment for the defendant 
on the ground that the action was barred by the Public Authorities Protec- 
tion Act, as the injury to him dated from the conviction on the 11th of 
February, more than six months before action brought. It was con- 
tended on the plaintiff’s behalf that the injury was the trespass and not 
the conviction. It was contended on behalf of the respondent that the 
real injury was the conviction. The distress was only a ministerial act. 

Tue Cover (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Witis and Kenyepy, JJ. 
allowed the appeal 

Atverstone, C.J.—I express no opinion as to what may be the 
eventual result of this action. All we have to do here is to see whether 
the plaintiff's right of action is barred by the Public Authorities Protec- 
tion Act, 1893, s. 1, sub-section 1, and that Act, being a Statute of 
Limitation, must be construed strictly. The words on which the defend- 
ant relies are as follows: ‘‘ The action, prosecution, or proc¢eding shall 
not lie unless it is commenced within six months next after the 
act, neglect, ordefault complained of, or in case of a continuance of injury 
or damage within six months next after the ceasing thereof.’’ Now, the 
act complained of here was not the conviction, but the trespass and levy. 
Section 3 of the Act of 1848, in my opinion, deals only with the person who 
is to be made responsible for the act, and not with the time from which the 
action should run. I am unable to see anything in any statute which 
would affect the plaintiff's right of action in this case, and the case must 
therefore go back to the county court judge.—CounsuL, Kingsbury ; 
Robertson, Sorvscrrons, H. 7. Nicholson ; Solicitor to the Treasury. : 


That was undoubtedly a material contract, and that 





tion, or for any dental attendance or advice, unless he is registe 
, | this Act, or is a legally qualified medical practitioner.’’ The county couy 

judge gave judgment for the plaintiff company for the sum of £4 ds, 
being of opinion that the claim, so far as it was for making the set of teeth 
as distinguished from the fitting of the same and the filling, was Dot 
within the Act. For the defendant it was contended that the r-a] claim 
was for the dental attendance, and that the supply of the teeth was 
ancillary. The claim could not be divided, and therefore came Within 
the words of the section. For the plaintiff it was contended that the 
judge took a right view. He struck out everything relating to denty 
attendance, and allowed the claim so far as it related to the supply of ray 
material. Counsel cited Lee v. Grifin (1 B. & S. 272). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atversrone, C.J., and Wits and Kennezpy, Jy) 
dismissed the appeal. a 

Lord Auversronr, C.J.—I confess to a strong feeling that the Ag 
should be amended. But as this Act is one that limits the right to practi 
it must be strictly construed. In my opinion the words of the section donot 
go far enough. [His lordship then read the section, and continued :] Ifit 
had been intended that unregistered persons should not supply false teeth 
I think different language would have been used. Reliance has bee, 
placed on the language in the 32nd section of the Medical Act, but the 
words there used include ‘‘ medicine which he shall have both prescribed 
and supplied,” and no similar words are found in the Dental Act. Fo 
these reasons I think the county court judge was right, and the appeal 
must be dismissed.—CuvunsreL, Turner ; Randolph. Soxicrrors Bowman § 
Hayward ; Busk, Mellor, § Co., agents for T. J. § H. Backhouse, Blackbum, 

[Reported by Aran Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


THE UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC RAILWAYS CO. OF LONDON (LIM: 
v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE, Channell, J.. 19th April, 
Revenve—Pvrcnase or Unpertakinc—Payment Parriy i Casn axp 

Partty py Soares iN New Company—Pant or Suare Caprrat Onty 
Issuep—Estimatep VALUE orf Amounr THAT Micut se Raisep oy 
SuHargs up To A Certarn Pertop—Srame Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. ¢, 
39), ss. 56 (2), 59 (1). 


This was an appeal on a special case stated by the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue pursuant to section 13 of the Stamp Act, 1891, and raised 
the question of the amount of stamp duty payable by the company on an 
agreement under which they acquired the control of the Brompton and 
Piccadilly-circus Railway ; the Charing Cross, Euston, and Hampstead 
Railway ; the Great Northern and Strand Railway ; and the Baker-street 
and Waterloo Railway. 1t appeared from the case that by an agreement 
dated June, 1902, the Underground Electric Railways Co. of London, 
which had been formed with a nominal capital of £5,600,000, entered into 
an agreement with the Metropolitan District E'ectric Traction Co (Limited) 
to acquire the whole of the undertakings of the latter. ‘Ihe sum of £500,000 
was to be paid in cash by the new company to the Traction Co. on the com: 
pletion of the purchase, and a further sum of £500,000 was to be paid in 
shares. The profits of the new company available for dividend in respect 
of each year were to be applied (1) in payment of a cumulative dividend 
at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum on the amount for the ti.se being 
paid up on any shares issued by the new company ; and (2) in payment to 
the Traction Co. or its assigns ‘‘as a further part of the cons:deration 
for the sale such a sum as shall be equai to a dividend of 3 per cent. on 
the amount for the time being paid up on such of the original share 
capital of the £5,000,000 in the new company as shall for the time being 
have been issued by the new company.’’ In July, 1902, the agreement 
was presented to the Inland Revenue authorities for the purpose of being 
stamped, and the commissioners, after making certain deductions, 
computed the consideration for the property agreed to be sold at 
£1,527,357 17s. lld. At the date of the agreement the whole of the 
ordinary share capital of £5,000,000 had been issued, but only £1,300,000 
had been paid up, and the commissioners found that £39,000 was the sum 
which was equal to a dividend of 3 per cent. The commissioners further 
held that the 3 per cent. was contingently payable either in perpetuity or 
for an indefinite period within the meaning of section 56, sub-section 2, of 
the Stamp Act, and that the duty was chargeable upon the annual amount 
-£39,000 —multiplied by twenty, and they therefore added this sum of 
£780,000 to the amount on which the company had to pay an ad valorum 
duty of 10 per cent. The company appealed, and contended that the 
sum was incapable of ascertainment by reason of the remoteness of the 
contingency upon which the payment must be made, and that it was not 
a periodical payment within the meaning of the section. 

CHANNELL, J., in giving judgment, said that the transaction seemed to 
have been made up of uncertainties, both as regarded the dividend which 
it was said might be earned, and the total amount which might be raised 
in shares up to a certain period. The Crown, therefore, were not entitled 
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Reported by Avaw Hoas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


| 
HENNAN & CO.» DUCKWORTH. Div. Court. 19th April. | 
Dentists Acts—Unsneoisrerep Paactitioser—Svurriy or Farse Teern— | 
Ricur to Recoven Price ov —Dexrists Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 33). 
This was an appeal from the county court judge at Blackburn. The | 
laintiffs, who are a registered company carrying on business as dentists | 
“sr | 

means of unregistered practitioners, agreed to make a set of teeth and | 

do some filling for the sum of £5. The defendant was fitted with the | 
teeth, but refused to pay for them, and on being sned for the £5 con- | 
tended that the plaintiffs could not recover, as the action was barred by | 


section 5 of the Dentists Act, 1878. That section provides that * from and | mission¢re for the General Purposes of the Income T'ax and for executing 
after the Ist of August, 1879, a person shall not be entitled to recover | the Acts relating to inhabited honse duties for the division of the Isle of 
any fee or charge in any court for the performance of any dental opera. , Wight. On/the 17th of December, 1901, the respondent appealed against 


to say ‘‘ there is so much due and payable here,’’ and to claim stamp duty 
on that hypothetical amouat. Therefore judgment would be entered for 
the railway company with costs. Stay of execugion granted.—Counstl, 
Roskill, K.C., and Austen-Cartmell; Sir Edward Cuwrson, 8.G., and 8. A. T. 
Rowlatt, Soxscrrons, Bircham § Co, ; Solicitor for Inland Revenue. 

{Reported by Exsxine Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 

SMYTH (SURVEYOR OF TAXES) (Appellant) ». DAUNEY (Respondent). 
Channell, J. 18th and 19th April. 
Revenve—Innanrren House Dury—Innanrrep Dwet.inc- House —Houset 

Occuriey —Hovuse Tax Act, 1851 (14 & 15 Vict. c. 36), 


This was an appeal by special case from the decision of the Com- 
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sessment to inhabited house duty made on the sum of £100 at 9d. in 
the pound for the year ended the 5th of April, 1901, upon the annual 
yalue of a certain dwelling-house belonging to him in the Isle of Wight. 
It was admitted by the surveyor of taxes on behalf of the Crown that the 
dwelling-house in question for the entire year ended the 5th of April, 
1901, although furnished, had not been used for the purpose of residence, 
and that no one had dwelt therein or slept therein. The premises in ques- 
tion ate held by the respondent, under a lease for a term of years, 
atan annual ground-rent of £15. The respondent furnished the house 
in 1877, and it was furnished during the year of assessment (1900-1), 
and still remains so furnished. The premises were purchased by the 
respondent with the intention primarily of using them for occasional 
residence as a country residence for himself and his family, and up to the 
ear 1895 he resided with his family in the house for a few weeks in most 
years. In 1896 the respondent let the house as a furnished residence until 
1398. In each year since the latter year, with the exception of the year 
of assessment (1900-1), the house has been let by the respondent as a 
furnished house for a few weeks, but the respondent or his family have 
only resided in the house for about a month in 1902. At no time during 
the year of assessment (1900-1) was the house let or actually resided in by 
any person whomsoever, nor was any caretaker employed to look after it. 
During the year of assessment the house was only used by the respondent 
for keeping his furniture in. The furniture was not packed away and the 
carpets were kept down, and the premises were ready for the use of the 
respondent or any person to whom he might let them asa furnished resi- 
dence. The keys were kept by the respondent's agent at Shanklin. The 
windows and doors were occasionally. opened by the agent to air the house. 
A gardener had always been employed by the respondent, and was so 
employed during the year of assessment once a week, or, if necessary, twice a 
week, for the purpose of attending toand keeping the garden referred toabove 
in order, and occasionally some of the produce, such asa few apples and 
pears, was during the year of assessment and is now sent to the respondent. 
For the year of assessment and for the previous and subsequent years the 
income tax Schedule A, land tax and poor rates, and other rates were paid 
by the respondent in respect of the house, the respondent being assessed 
as the occupier thereof, and inhabited house duty had also been paid in 
respect of the premises by the respondent for all the above years except 
the year of assessment (1900-1), the respondent being assessed as the 
occupier thereof. The respondent claimed that the house was not 
chargeable with duty as an inhabited dwelling-house within the mean- 
ing of the Act 14 & 15 Vict. c. 36, inasmuch as it was not inhabited, dwelt 
in, or slept in at any time during the period in question, and that there 
is no statutory enactment or legal decision which declares that an 
uninhabited house shall be deemed an inhabited dwelling-house if it 
has farniture in it. The commissioners ther-fore disallowed the assess- 
ment and, upon the apnlication of the surveyor of taxes, stated the present 
case, 
Crannect, J., in allowing the appeal, said that when the assessment was 
made, if the person whose duty it was to make it went to the house and 
found it furnished, and in that sense occupied, he was n°t compelled to 
inquire whether anybody had slept in the house the night before, or 
whether anybody was going to sleep there that night, but he had got to 
assess it. That appeared from sections 10 and 15 of the Ac; of 1803. 
This house was ready for occupation as a dwelling-house, and in the 
condition in which it was it was oceupied as a dwelling-house, although 
not inhabited asa dwelling-house. That being so, it seemed to him, the 
learned judge, that, even if the first operative words of the section of the 
Act of 1851 granting the tax would not, in the ordinary interpretation of 
the words ‘‘an inhabited house’’ cover the case, it was brought in by 
section 10 of the Act of 1803, which directed that it should be charged 
subject to such power as there was for the person charged to be discharged 
under any of the various sections. It was quite clear that there was no 
section under which the respondent could be discharged by reason of 
neither himself nor anyone else having slept in the house. For the 
purposes of this statute, a house must be deemed to be an inhabited 
dwelling-house if in point of fact there was an occupier of it. In the 
present case if this house was ready to be slept in by the owner or any one 
he liked to send, then it was inhabited within the meaning of this Act and 
was liable to inhabited house duty. For these reasons he thought that the 
app2al must be allowed. Appeal allowed.—Counsxi, Sir E. Carson, 8.G., 
and §. A, 7. Rowlatt; A. T. Lawrence, K.C., and @. C. Scott. Soxicrrors, 
Solicitor to Inland Revenue ; Worthington, Evans, Bird, § Co. 
teported by E. G. Stituweawt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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SMYTH (SURVEYOR OF TAXES) (Appellant) v. STRETTON (Respondent). 


Chavnell, J. 18th and 19th April. 
Revenue—Income Tax—Assistanr Masrer at Scaoors—Lianitry to 
Income Tax on Increase or Sanany—Scueme For Proyvipenr Fonp— 
Income Tax Acts, Scurpunn B. 


Appeal by special case from the decision of the Income Tax Com- 
missioners for the division of First Kast Brixton. The respondent, one 
of the assistant masters of Dulwich College, appealed against an asse3s- 
ment made upon him under Schedule E of the Income Tax Acts in the 
sum of £385 in respect of his emoluments as assistant master received from 
the Governors of Dulwich College for the year ended the 5th of April, 
1901, on the ground that the said assessment included £35 not liable 
to taxation, being the amount placed to his credit by the governors under 
the provident fund scheme for the year 1900, The material parts of the 
scheme in question were as follows: ‘‘As to the present assistant 
masters.—1. That the following increases of salaries shall be granted from 
the date on which the scheme comes into operation, subject to the con- 
ditions hereinafter mentioned : (a) Assistant masters having not less than 





| 


| 


ls 


five years’ but less than fifteen years’ service, an increase of 5 per cent. ; 
(4) assistant masters having not less than fifteen years’ service and over, 
an increase of 7} per cent. ; (c) a further addition equal in amount to the 
above sums shall be granted from the same date to the assistant masters 
alluded to in (a) and (4), such addition being, however, subject to the con- 
ditions provided by paragraph 5; (d) assistant masters not having fifteen 
years’ service shall, on reaching that period, be eligible for the increase 
sanctioned by (6) and ‘¢); (e) in the case of the few present assistant 
masters of advanced age, it shall be open to the governors to grant the 
maximum increase alluded to in (4) and (c). As to future assistant 
masters.—2. That future assistant masters shall in like manner, on 
attaining five years’ service from the date of their appointment, be entitled 
to the increase of 5 per cent. as in clause 1 (a), and to the additional 
increase of 5 per cent. as in clause 1 (c), but shall not be entitled to 
any further increase. As to all assistant masters.—3. That all assistant 
masters shall be required to become members of the fund at the expira- 
tion of five years from the date of their resoective appointments. 
4. That the whole of the above increases of salary shall not be paid to the 
masters, but shall be retained by the governors and accumulated at com- 
pound interest for the purpose of forming the said provident fund, but 
subject to the provisions hereinafter contained. 5. That assistant musters 
having léss than ten years’ service who may resign their appointments, or 
from any other cause than ill-health cease to belong to the college, shall 
be entitled to receive the total increase sanctioned by (a) and the accumu- 
lations thereof, but shall not receive the additional increase sanctioned by 
(ec) or the accumulations thereof. In the event of any such assistant 
master retiring from ill-health, the governors, in addition to the increase 
sanctioned by (a) may grant him the further 5 per cent. sanctioned by 
(e), and the accumulations thereof. In the event of death of any such 
assistant master whilst in the service of the college, the 5 per cent. 
due by (c) as well as under (a), with the accumulations thereof, shall 
be paid to his legal representative. 6. That assistant masters who shall 
have served ten years or upwards, and who may retire before the age 
of 60 from any other cause than misconduct, shall receive the total 
sum due to them respectively under (a) or (5) and (c), and the accumu- 
lations thereof. In the event of death before the age of 60 whilst in 
the service of the college, the full amount credited the assistant master 
in the fund bocks shall be paid to his legal representative. 7. That 
assistant masters who shall at any time be removed for misconduct, or, 
having been guilty of misconduct, may be allowed to resign— 
such misconduct being certified to by the master of the college—shall 
not receive the additional increase sanctioned by (c) or the accumula- 
tions thereof.’’ Under this scheme the appellant contended that he had no 
actual enjoyment of the sum of £35, it being in the nature of a bonus at 
the end of his career as a master at the college, and that he could not raise 
any money on the sum; and that with respect to a moiety of the sum it 
was uncertain whether it would ever be received, as under section (e) of the 
scheme power was reserved by the governors to refuse such part of the 
grant—in other words, that the moiety was contingent, not vested in 
character, and therefore could not be described as income in any way. It 
was also argued that the sums credited under the schem:> did not form the 
subject of agreement when the appellant entered the employ of the 
governors, or of any subsequent agreement, and that it was open to 
question whether they were legally recoverable. The commissioners were 


| of opinion that the sum of £35, representing 10 per cent. under (a) and (e) 


on the master’s salary for the year of taxation, was not liable to taxation 
and reduced the assessment accordingly from £385 to £350, and, at the 
instance of the Crown surveyor, stated th+ present case. 

April 19.—Cuanne.t, J., in giving judgment for the Crown, held that 
the true effect of the schems was to add £35 to the salary of the respondent 
and that he was liable to pay income tax upon that sum under Schedule E. 
Judgment for the Crown. —Counset, 
Rowlatt ; Danckwerts, K.O., and Ellis Grifith. Soutcrrors, Solicitor for 
Inland Revenue ; Druces & Attlee. 

[ Reported by E. G, Stitt wut, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








In presiding at the annual meeting of the Metropolitan Discharged 
Prisoners’ Aid Society on the 21st inst., the Lord Chief Justice said it was 
being considered whether improved methods of reclamation of criminals 
could not be found. The authorities were also consideriug whether some- 
thing could not be done to make prisoners better fitted to earn an 
honest livelihood when they came out The question of reclamation 
was only a part, though an important part, of a great subject. It had 
to be considered whether the subject could not be attacked in its early 
es, possibly by a system of control before resorting to committal. 
It had also to be considered whether by improved methods in prison the 
suitability of prisoners to receive the benefit of such societies as this might 
be increased. A very large proportion of those who came out of prison were 
really anxious to turn overa new leaf. The society's income for the year had 
been only £751, so that the average cost of each prisoner assisted was but 
10s. 4d. He was not asking a large amount, but he did ask for increased 
support ; and he would mention that the number of prisoners assisted 
from the Ist of April to the 20th of April this year had been 440, against 
276 in the same period last year. He was extremely anxious that the 
claims of the work should be brought home to many who might giv- small 
subscriptions. The discharged prisoner should never be able to say that 
he had not been given a chance when he came out. Speaking for all his 
brethren on the bench, he could say that while on cireuit they made a 
point, whenever possible, of visiting the prisons and inquiring how the 
Discharged Prisoners’ Aid Societies were working; and he was satistied 
that, without exception, they were doing most useful work, 


Sir E. Caron, 8.G., and 8. A. T. 
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Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


SpeEcIAL GENERAL MEETING. 


A special general meeting of the members of the Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 22nd inst., at the Law Institution, the President, Mr. 
Gray Hm (Liverpool), in the chair, There were also present 
the Vice-President, Mr. Thomas Rawle, and the following mem- 
bers of the Council : Mr. Charles Mylne Barker, Mr. James Samuel Beale, 
Mr Ebenezer John Bristow, Mr. John Wreford Budd, Mr. Wiliam 
Francis Fladgate, Sir Henry Fowler, C.C.S.I., M.P., Mr. William Ed- 
ward Gillett, Mr. William Godden, Mr. William Howard Gray, Mr. Henry 
Edward Gribble, Mr. William John Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. Stephen 
Henham King, Mr. William George King, Mr. Harry Wilmot Lee, Mr. 
Charles Berkeley Margetts (Huntingdon), Mr. Thomas Marshall (Leeds), 
Mr. Charles Pennington, Sir A. K. Rollit, B.A., LL.D., D.C.L.,. je 
Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, Mr. Charles Stewart, Mr. Walter Trower, 
Mr. William Melmoth Walters, Mr. Arthur Wightman (Sheffield), Mr. 
William Howard Winterbotham, and Mr. Philip Witham; also Mr. 
Frederick Fox Cartwright (Bristol), and Mr. Charles Elton Longmore 
(Hertford), extraordinary members. 


Prizes aND Honours CERTIFICATES. 

The PRESIDENT, at the commencement of the proceediugs, distributed 
the prizes and honours certificates to the successful candidates at the 
January examination, as follows: Mr. Samuel] Melville Thomas Burpitt, 
the Clement’s Inn and Daniel Reardon prizes; Mr. Thomas Somerville, 

B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), Clifford’s Inn and John Mackrell prizes; Mr. 
Robert William Tabor, Law Society prize; and Mr. Archibald Leslie 
Bryden, Law Society prize. These names were arranged in order of 
merit, and were in the first class. Mr. Arthur Lionel Jenkins, B.A., LL.B. 
(Camb.), to whom was awarded the New Inn prize, was not present. The 
following were in the second class, the names being arranged alpha- 
betically : Mr. Osborne Arthur Butcher, Mr. William Henry Carpenter, 
B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), Mr. Cecil Crust, Mr. Reginald Jillings, Mr. James 
Preece Prichard, Mr. Arthur Owen Warren. The following were not 
present: Mr. William Winton Gibbs, B.A. (Oxon.), Mr, Arthur Lionel 
Henderson, Mr. James Brook Lander, and Mr. Francis Windsor Parker 
Marriott, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.). The following were in the third class: 
Mr. Samuel Clement Johnson, B.A. (Camb.), Mr. Herbert George Spiller, 
and Mr. James Wyndham Tomson. The following were not present : 
Mr. Henry Gladstone Barclay, Mr. Reginald Coupland Graves, Mr. 
Clement Hughes, Mr. Cecil John Fairfax Kynaston, Mr. Patrick James 
McKnight, Mr. James Wilson Mitchell, and Mr. John Davidson Eaton 
Smith. 

New WING. 

The PRESIDENT said that the members were aware that since their last 
meeting in January the new wing had been opened by the King and 
Queen in the most gracious manner on the 23rd of March; by that event 
an honour was done to the society which he was sure the members very 
highly appreciated. With regard to the new buildings, he trusted the 
common room—that large and beautiful room on the floor above—would 
be available for their use very shortly. It was necessary to lay down 
carpets, which he hoped would be done promptly, before anyone could be 
allowed to walk about on the polished floors. With regard to the dining- 
room, and the room now used as a smoke-room, and which would, he 
thought, be more conveniently used hereafter as a strangers’ dining- 
room, the new furniture was ordered, and he hoped would shortly be 
placed there. In the meantime there was no lack of chairs and tables, 
even although they might not be of quite the correct esthetic appearance 
for the moment. The alterations in the old part of the building were 
rapidly proceeding. The room now used as a general office would be covered 
with panelling which was formerly in New Inn Hall, which the society 
bought, and the alterations would be a great addition to the convenience 
of the members. The other parts of the building were rapidly being 
made suitable by fittings for the office work of the society. 


New MEMBERS. 


With regard to new members, since the meeting in January 115 had 
joined the society. That was more satisfactory than what was going on 
last year and the year before, but it was not half enough. He wanted 
to impress upon every member present the duty that lay upon him 
to try and get all respectable members of the profession to join the 
society, and so increase by that means the power and influence of the 
society. There were now 8,028 members, but that was rather less than 
half the total numbers of the profession. There were 16,300 solicitors 
in England and Wales. 

Scoot or Law. 


With respect to the School of Law, he thought good progress was being 
made. The drafts were being prepared of the requisite documents, 
minutes with regard to the funds in court, the petition for a charter and 
the draft charter itself ; but, of course, the ultimate adoption of the scheme 
depended upon the approval of these documents and the scheme by the 
Inns of Court and the Law Society. He had no reason to anticipate 
difficulties, but he could not presume to speak in any way for the Inns 
of Court. One thing he was most anxious about, that was that no 
difficulty should arise on the part of the society. He trusted that that 
long-looked-for scheme would at last be carried into effect, and before very 
long ; but of course he could not venture to prophesy. 


LECTURES AND CLASSES. 


In the meantime, the society’s own system of teaching was working Very 
satisfactorily. Whereas they had, at the time when the old system 
broke down, only twenty-three students in attendance at the law lectures 
and classes, there were now 135, and the number tended to increase, 
And in reference to this subject he had rather a pleasing announcement 
to make. A very eminent and highly respected member of the society, 
who wished his name kept secret for the present, had offered to give 
£100 a year for three years to establish lectures on International Law. 
The Council had great pleasure in accepting that offer, and he thought 
it might possibly hereafter lead to a permanent provision for the purpose, 


BankRupT SOLICITORS. 


Now he came to a matter of very great importance, to which he asked 
their particular attention. That was the Solicitors Bill. That was a Bill 
to enable the society, through their Council, to refuse the renewal of 
the certificate of any practising solicitor who was an _undischarged 
bankrupt, unless, of course, as in some few cases, it might be shown that 
it was a mere misfortune and not a fault which had brought a particular 
solicitor into his unfortunate position. There were seventy-six solicitors 
now practising who were undischarged bankrupts. For the most part 
clearly they were unfit to practise. They were preying on the public, 
and people asked why the Law Society did not prevent them from g0 
doing. The society did not prevent them because they had not the 
power. They assumed to exercise the power, and the Divisional Court 
upheld their assumption of the power, but in November, 1901, the Court 
of Appeal reversed that decision, and he could not pretend to say that in 
point of law the Court of Appeal was perfectly right. In 1901 the 
society brought a Bill into Parliament to give them that power, It 
assed the Lords at once—of course the Law Lords knew the necessity 
or the measure. When it got to the Commons, the champion blocker 
set to work and prevented its further progress. In 1902 the same process 
was gone through, the Bill was brought into the House of Lords, passed 
the Lords rapidly over again, and in the Commons was blocked. In 
1903 the Bill was again brought in—and here they might mention they 
were much indebted to Sir Albert Rollit and Sir Henry Fowler for their 
great exertions on its behalf—and the House allowed itself to be counted 
out. Now, he did think that it was a most unjust and monstrous state 
of things, both in the public interest, and in the interest of the profes- 
sion, that the society should not be allowed to prevent these undesirable 
persons from practising and preying on the public. And were it possible 
for his voice to reach beyond that hall to the public Press of the country 
aud the Members of Pariiament, he would urge upon th: m the duty whien 
all owed to support the measure which the society had framed. It was to 
be brought in again very shortly. He hoped that any member of the 
society who was acquainted with a Member of Parliament, would, as 
he had himself done on every occasion when he met one, urge the claims 
of this Bill upon him. No one could say that the matter was of no 
importance to him, or that the Bill was not most urgently needed. He 
hoped that representations would be made by the country law societies 
to their representatives to induce them to give it their support. All he 
could say was that if the Bill was not passed, Parliament, and not the 
society, were to blame for a great part of the evil which existed. There 
were 16,300 solicitors, and, in the nature of things, amongst that 
large body there must always be some black sheep, however few there 
were. And when they compared the number struck off the rolls for 
malpractice of every description with the total number, the proportion 
was very light. But, however few there were, they were far too many, 
and as long as there remained one they must do what they could to 
mitigate and destroy the evil. But it was only just and right that the 
society should have the power to exclude undesirable persons from 
practising their profession. If they wanted to get any profession or 
occupation in life purified, the way to do it was to give power to the 
honourable men in that profession to exclude the dishonourable. If the 
members could help the Council in any way by pressing the matter on 
Members of Parliament, he trusted they would do so. It was a maver 
which was vital to the public interest and to the honour of the profession 
that the Bill should become law. 


Tue Lorp CHANCELLOR AND THE Rute CommMiIrrer. 


Mr, ArtHUR MippLeton (Leeds) said that in Yorkshire the members 
were placed at something of a disadvantage. They did not know what took 
lace in London, and what was in the minds of their fellow professional 
yrethren there or their representatives on the Council. He was quite 
prepared to move the resolution of which he had given notice, as follows: 
‘That, in view of statements to the effect that the New Land Transfer 
Rules, which came into operation on the lst January last, have been 
issued against, or in defiance of, the advice of the majority of the Rule 
Committee appointed under the Act of 1897, this meeting is of opinion 
that, if the Council does not request its nominee to retire from the Rule 
Committee, and does not decline to nominate a nftmber in his place, the 
Council will lose the confidence of the country members.’’ However, in 
consequence of representations which had been made to him from the 
Metropolis, he asked permission to make some alteration. ‘he resolu: 
tion he now proposed was: ‘That, in view of statements to the effect 
that the New Land Transfer Rules, which came into operation on the Ist 
January last, have been issued against the advice of the majority of 
the Rule Committee appointed under the Act of 1897, this meeting is of 
opinion that the Council should request its nominee to retire from the 
ule Committee, and should decline to nominate a member in his place.” 
Mr. Cuaries Forp (London) moved that the meeting sanction the 
alteration, and this having been agreed to, 





Mr. Mippreton moved it accordingly. He said that in the 
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—————— 
sountry they had to get information as best they could, - - of ag 
London weekly papers had announced simply that the Lord Chancellor 
was making his new rules, not simply that there was a aissentient voice 
on the Rule Committee, but it emphatically stated that he was intending to 
make this new rule in defiance of the Rule Committee, of the wishes ana 
expressed opinion of a majority of the members of that committee. 
They knew that even the king could not exercise any such power as that, 
and that when the House of Commons had passed a measure, his Majesty 
simply confirmed it. He was aware there was a difference between the 
language used in the preamble te a statute and that used in the preamble 
to these rules. The Lord Chancellor, in the introduction to the rules, 
had complied with the proper section of the Act of Parliament by stating 
that the rules were made with the advice and assistance of the Rule 
Committee. He dared say that some present thought that that did not 
mean that the Lord Chancellor should take any notice at all. He sug: 

vested that it did mean something a great deal more than that. The 
section under which the rules were made was section 22 of the Land 
Transfer Act of 1897. When he saw this notice in the Soticrrors 

JourNAL he was surprised that the Council should sit still and do and 
say nothing with regard to the rules made under such conditions. But 
time passed and nothing was done so far as he could learn. In conse- 
quence, he had placed himself in communication with officials and friends 
in London, with the result that he was assured that it was the fact that 
the Lord Chancellor at first submitted these rules to the Rule Committee 
on the basis that the possessory title should be converted into an absolute 
title in two years. The Rule Committee, by a majority, decided that they 
could not agree to any such arrangement, and they suggested twelve years 
instead of two. He understood that his lordship returned the rules to 
the Rule Committee with a suggestion that they should meet him half 
way, allowing the possessory title to become absolute in six years. The 
same majority, he was informed, returned the rules to the Lord Chan- 
cellor with the intimation that they could not accept that rule. The 
Lord Chancellor, as it were, said, ‘‘I am obliged to you for your advice 
and assistance; I shall make the rules without you.’’ So the rules had 
been issued. He understood, if he was rightly informed, that the Council, 
who sent a representative to the Rule Committee, had said that the rules 
were not ulfra vires as made. Either the Council represented the whole 
of the profession in the United Kingdom, or it did not. If it represented 
the whole of the profession, the gentleman who took his seat on the Rule 
Committee represented the whole profession. He said, then, that the man 
in the street comprehended from that fact that the Rule Committee 
was responsible. If that were the case, where were they? They had a 
record, which he presumed was correct, that the majority of the com- 
mittee had refused to subscribe to these rules. Could they imagine any- 
thing more autocratic on the part of the Lord Chancellor than his action 
inthe matter. First of all, it was required by Act of Parliament that the 
society should appoint a member to the Rule Committee, and then the 
Lord Chancellor says, ‘‘ You are no assistance to me because you do not 
do what I want. If you support me, very well; if not, then I will do 
without you.’’ What was the society’s remedy? He said there was none 
except the course he had indicated to the meeting. It was a mere waste 
of time to send to the House of Commons, or the Legal Department, or 
the House of Lords, or the Lord Chancellor any protest. A protest was 
as useless as the winds of heaven, and a good deal more so. Protests 
were, of course, received with due courtesy, but one could imagine that 
when the persons to whom they were addressed sat down to smoke their 
cigars after a comfortable dinner, they did so with their tongue in their 
cheek and their eye continued winking. He could assure the meeting 
that was not what suited the solicitors in Yorkshire. If they had one 
rag of responsibility with regard to these rules, if the advice of the 
majority was to be absolutely set aside, there was only one course for 
them to take. ‘They must say that they would not take that responsi- 
bility, that they would not send a representative to the committee. He 
could just imagine that the legal representatives of the Government might 
say, ‘‘We will make him come. We will send a mandamus to the 
Council of the Law Society.’’ He (Mr. Middleton) would like nothing 
better. And surely they would find a hundred men in the profession, if 
the legal representatives of the Government did trouble them in this way, 
who would, like himself, subscribe his £5 note to defend the Council. 
He did not want to find any fault with the Council, but from the position 
he was compelled to take he did not see how he was to avoid it, because 
a notice had appeared in the legal papers last August that the rules had 
been made. He took it that the rules must lie on the table of the House 
of Commons for twenty-one days. He could not ascertain that anything 
had been done by the Council during that interval, but he was informe 

in reply to his inquiry, that, subject to the advice of Sir Henry Fowler, 
it was intended to ask a question in the House of Commons. He did 
not kn@w why the members of the Council were not of just as much 
importance, and could give just as much advice as Sir Henry Fowler. 
He did not know why the Council could not have requested some member 
of the House of Commons, as a matter of public duty, to address an ex- 
plicit question to the House, or raise some question on the rules as they 
lay on the table. What was the result? In due course, after he had 
written his letter, he found Sir Henry Fowler was to ask a question. 
And he asked it. And what was it? It was a question which was asked 
in the interests of the Lord Chancellor. It was absolutely imposible for 
any Government to have made any other reply than that the Lord Chan- 
cellor gave. He stated in his preamble to the rules that they were made 
with the advice and assistance of the Rule Committee. He could not 
say anything else in his reply, but why should not the question have been 
addressed to the Lord Chancellor by some one who would have asked 
plainly, ‘‘ Are these rules rules made against the wishes of the majority 
of the Rule Committee?’’ He had not been content with writing to the 
secretary of the society, but he had also written to Mr. Melmoth Walters, 


and asked him if he would tell him when and how, and by what means, 
his advice was ignored, and the circumstances generally. tere, again, he 
was met by a closed door. Mr. Walters, through the Council, as the 
representatives of the whole of the solicitors in England and Wales, told 
him that it was inconsistent with his duty and responsibiuty to give any 
information whatever as to what takes place on the Rule Committee. 
He (Mr. Middleton) asserted that the Rule Committee was equivalent 
to the House of Commons, and that they were entitled to know what 
took place there and to criticise its actions. Mr. Walters went further. 
He was not even able to tell them anything unless he first obtained 
the sanction of the Lord Chancellor. He could not account to them, or 
to anybody, unless the Lord Chancellor permitted. However, Mr. Walters 
got the consent, he understood, and he made a report. Again he (Mr. 
Middleton) was met with a closed door. He wrote to the secretary of the 
society, and asked him, for the purpose of the Yorkshire Law Society, for 
a copy of Mr. Walters’ report. What was his reply? There was no such 
report. So he (Mr. Middleton) did not know what was done or what was 
intended to be done, or whether the Council intended to make a move- 
ment in one direction or another to vindicate their dignity or that of the 
profession at all. He went one step further, and asked for some information 
from the Council, through their secretary, as to what was the actual 
condition of things, and whether the statements in the Press were true, 
and he was informed in reply that the Lord Chancellor had made this 
rule without the assistance of the majority of the Rule Committee, and 
that, more than that, so far as the secretary knows, he never even aske«| 
for it. When he got that letter, he naturally came to the conclusion that 
his proper duty was to attend this meeting, to ask the Council the 
uestion, and give them an opportunity of rendering some explanation. 
So far as Yorkshire was concerned, they would not be content, though 
London might sit down and do nothing, quite content to receive any 
amount of indignity from the House of Commons, or anywhere else, and 
subject to any amount of injustice anyone might think proper to inflict. 
But he said emphatically that the man did not exist in the House of Com- 
mons or House of Lords who was going to shut the mouths of York- 
shiremen. He appealed to every one present, and they were nearly all 
solicitors practising in London, if they were ever to hold up their heads 
again as independent men, to vote for his resolution. His personal feel- 
ing was that he was supported by the whole of the Yorkshire Law Society, 
and that they declined to be represented by anyone on the Rule Gom- 
mittee. He asked those present to join hands with Yorkshire and exercise 
their independence. He expressed a hope that someone in the room would 
second his motion; if not, he would find someone from Yorkshire. 

Mr. J. B. Stack, M.P. (London) seconded the motion. Mr. Middleton 
had spoken with considerable authority, because there was no man living 
who had had more experience of the registration of land in the great 
county of Yorkshire than he, and, of course, land registration had been 
in force there for a great many years. At the same time, he thought that 
if the meeting passed the resolution they would make the only possible 
protest open to them against the action of the Lord Chancellor in the 
matter. Mr. Middleton had dealt with the details, and he agreed with 
almost all he had said; but at the same time he thought it was open 
to question whether this rulé was not ulfra vires. The two Acts of 
Parliament gave power to the committee to make rules. He had read 
carefully through the 111th section of the Act of 1885 and the 22nd sec- 
tion of the Act they had under consideration, and it seemed to him that 
the enactment of a rule to make six years’ possessory title an absolute 
title was never contemplated. And he thought they ought to be very 
carefully advised by the society before the rule received the assent of 
Parliament, as it had done, he presumed, if they were to accept the 
statements in the Press, before they were allowed to pass into law. 
At the same time, a very serious matter indeed, involving all sorts of 
consequences for solicitors, would arise, if such a short period as six 
years were adopted. He trusted that the resolution would be carried, 
and that the members of the Council would take the resolution in the 
spirit in which it was intended, namely, as the most dignified protest the 
society could make against the very high-handed action of the Lord 
Chancellor in the matter. 

The Preswent said that before the discussion went further, he thought 
it well to read a letter which he had written, under the instructions of 
the Council to the Lord Chancellor, on the 16th of January. The letter 
was to the effect that the Council had had under their consideration the 
new rules under the Land Transfer Act, and he was desired to call his 
lordship’s attention to Rule 36b, which provided that when land had been 
registered with a possessory title, or qualified title, for a period of six 
years prior to-the date of the application for registration with an absolute 
title, the first proprietor having been a purchaser on sale, the examination 
of the title might be modified in such manner as the registrar might think 
fit. The Council could not but think that such a provision was extremely 
unsatisfactory and unsafe. In place of whole or partial, and a complete 
investigation of title, reliance was to be placed on (a) registration for 
six years, (b) advertisement, (c) previous registration. The fact of the title 





having been on the register for six years was of no value in proof of its 
validity, inasmuch as the fact was usually known to persons interested 
or affected, and no length of time could convert a possessory into an 
indefeasible title. The protection intended to be given by preliminary 
advertisements before the grant of an absolute title was fallacious, as it 
was found in practice that such advertisements were seldom looked at, and 
could not be relied upon for warning parties interested or affected that their 
rights were or might be jrejudiced. Again, the first proprietor might 
have bought subject to Stringent conditivns, dr a title treated as good six 
years ago might have been invalidated by recent decisions or subsequent 
information, so that really neither registration, advertisement, nor pre- 
vious investigation justified the omission of investigation in accordance 
with the usual conveyancing practice, It was true that the Land Transfer 
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Acts provided for the payment of compensation to those who might be 
injured by fraud or mistake, but the funds for this purpose were 
obtained by means of a tax upon those who were compelled to use the 
registry, and the Council submitted that the process of obtaining an 
absolute title should not be simplified at their expense, and that the 
registrar should not be supposed to accept a fess stringent investigation 
before granting an indefeasible title than would be required on behalf of 
an ordinary purchaser for value. The Council hoped, therefore, that his 
lordship would reconsider the rule in question, with a view to its 
repeal. That hope had not deen successful, but the letter showed that the 
matter was not lost sight of, and that proper protest was made by the 
Council. 

Mr. Forp observed that the Council had written a very temperate 
letter to the Lord Chancellor. Had the Council thought it was going to 
do any good? Why had the Council said nothing more about the matter 
since? What did they expect would come of it? It was not likely that 
the Lord High Chancellor was going to answer the letter of the Council. 

The PRESWENT said an acknowledgment had been received. 

Mr. Forp supposed it was a bare acknowledgment by a junior clerk. 
The President had told them that there were 16,000 solicitors, and that 
only a small number were members of the society. He was not sur- 

rised—— 

. The PREsIDENT : I must ask you to keep rather closer to the point, Mr. 
Ford. : 

Mr. Forp said he would keep to the point by saying that the Lord 
Chancellor did not consider the society carried sufficient authority or 
weight to make it necessary for him to answer communications addressed 
to him by the society. He seemed to suppose that the society represented 
the solicitors of England. It did nothing of the kind. 

The PreEsIpENT said he did not want to interfere, but he hoped Mr. 
Ford would keep more to tlie point. He knew that Mr. Ford disapproved 
of the Council and all their works. They would accept that, but if Mr. 
Ford would deal with the particular question before the meeting he 
would feel obliged. 

Mr. Forp said they could not expect the Lord Chancellor to pay atten- 
tion to the Council. He asked how it was that the President did not 
say one word about the letter to the Lord Chancellor at the general 
meeting in January. He hoped the resolution would be passed. The 
dignity of the profession required that the society should withdraw their 
representative from the Rule Committee, no matter what the conse- 
quences should be. 

Mr. F. M. Hutt (Liverpool), as a member of the Liverpool Law Society, 
regretted that he was unable to support the motion. Had the motion 
restricted itself to an expression of regret that this particular rule to 
which attention had been called had been passed in the manner in 
which it had been passed, then the society he represented would have 
found itself more in harmony with the resolution. He would not take 
up their time by criticising the manner in which it was suggested the 
rule had been made, beyond passing the remark that he was perfectly 
certain that the rule was not made with the advice and concurrence of 
the society’s representative. Ali sensible men in the meeting must 
acknowledge that nothing could be more ridiculous than the suggestion 
that because in this particular instance the opinion of the society’s repre- 
sentative had been disregarded they were to withdraw him from the 
service of his profession. It had been said that the resolution was a 
dignified protest against the action of the Lord Chancellor. 
He ventured to say that a less dignified course could not have been 
suggested. What could be more ridiculous than, because the majority in 
this instance had not had their own way, the society should, as it were, 
cut off its own nose to spite its face? He had hoped that Mr. Middleton 
and those with him would not have pressed the motion, but 
as it had been made, he would move an amendment to omit all the words 
after the first ‘‘that,’’ and, in their place, substitute, “‘this meeting re- 

rets that so short a period as six years was inserted in Rule 36b of the 

and Transfer Act Rules, 1903, contrary to the advice of the majority 
of the Rule Committee, and is of opinion that it is dangerous and unfair 
to land owners that the registrar should possess so wide a power as is con- 
ferred upon him by this rule of converting a possessory or qualified title 
into an absolute title.’” That seemed to him to be sufficient to express in 
a more dignified manner the feeling of the body of solicitors against a 
rule which they all concurred as practically a rule which ought never to 
have been made without the concurrence of all parties, and ample as a 
record of their protest against the procedure by which the rule had been 
brought into existence. 

Mr, Henry Manisty (London) seconded the amendment. He concurred 
in the undesirability of passing the motion, though, if they were only 
discussing the terms of an Act of Parliament which was to be passed 
and the form of the rules, he would agree. But the Act of Parliament 
had been passed, and the Rule Conimittee had conformed to that Act, and 
they must take care they did not make themselves ridiculous and absurd 
in the eyes of the world by passing a resolution which possibly, on the 
first blush, appealed to all of them, but which, fully considered, he felt 
satisfied they would see was an improper one in itself. Some miscon- 
ception existed, he was sure, with regard to the wording of the Act of 
Parliament. It set out that the Lord Chancellor should make the rules 
with the advice and assistance of certain persons. That had, he thought, 
by a great many present been read to mean that the Lord Chancellor 
was to take the advice and assistance of those persons. But it was a well- 
known term, the term which existed in the Act of 1875, and whith 
existed, he believed, in the regulations regarding many of our depend- 
encies, such as the Council of the Governor-General of India, and they 
must consider what that meant. Let them go back to 1875. The Act of 
1875 used exactly the same words, that the Lord Chancellor should make 


be supposed that it was intended that if the registrar differed from the 
Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chancellor was not to make the rules? When 
the Act came to be passed, it was inserted that there should in addition 
be a judge appointed by the judges and other persons, one representative 
appointed by the bar, one by the society, and one by the Board of 
Agriculture. Could it be supposed that, at the time the Act was passed, 
anyone thought that the Lord Chancellor would be obliged to make his 
action accord with the majority on the committee? Tue words in the 
present case were exactly the same. The Lord Chancellor was to make 
the rules with the advice and assistance of the Rule Com. 
mittee, and now he had made the rules with the advice 
and assistance of certain other persons. It did not say 
in accordance with the advice of certain other persons. [If 
that word were there, it would make all the difference, but it was not 
there. The duty of the Lord Chancellor was to make the rules himself, 
and there were clauses in the Act which entitled him to act on his own 
responsibility at once. But in these particular cases he was, he (Mr. 
Manisty) conceived, bound to place the matter before the members forniing 
the committee, and to hear their opinion and advice; but, having heard 
that opinion and had their assistance, he was fully entitled to deal with tne 
matter as he thought fit. That was what he had done in the present 
instance, and he (Mr. Manisty) defied anyone to say that was not the 
legal reading of the Act of Parliament. The Lord Chancellor had absolute 
power to deal with the matter. He did not go into the question of 
ultra vires. Uf course, if the rules were ultra vires, there were other 
ways of testing the question. But, assuming them to be within the Act 
of Parliament, then the Lord Chancellor had done what he had power to 
do. or the society passed a resolution that their representative was 
to be withdrawn ; he did not believe there would be any notion of a man- 
damus, but simply that the committee would go on without that repre- 
sentative. Was that desirable? What the society ought to do was to 
protest. They were only taking up the matter because they thought that 
some rule had been passed which they all believed to be wrong. ‘They 
ought to protest against that rule, and secure, if possible, its amendment, 
and an Act by which the Lord Chancellor could only act in concurrence 
with the Rule Committee. If the resolution were passed, the judge 
who was appointed and the member of the bar would continue to sit. 
They would not take the view which the society would, that they were 
insulted that the Lord Chancellor had acted against their advice, and they 
would continue to act. It must not be supposed that only just those rules 
which were here before the world came before the Rule Committee, a 
great many things came before them. A great many things might be 
done by the members of that committee which never came before the 
public at all. What advantage would the society obtain, then, by the 
withdrawal of its member. The society would be left out, but the com- 
mittee would still go on, and the society would lose the benefit of the 
influence of its representative. What the society ought to do was to 
protest strongly against this rule, which they as conveyancers knew 
to be heveter Let them say the Lord Chancellor knew nothing about 
conveyancing, and having expressed their opinion and done all that they 
could, let them endeavour to get an alteration in the law. 

Mr. F. H. Stevens (London) supported the amendment, because the 
resolution must act to the disadvantage of the society. They could not 
hope that if their member were wives an alteration of the rule 
would be made, and if no alteration in the rule were 
made, then, for all practical purposes, they would have 
withdrawn their support from the other members of the 
committee who had opposed the rule with their own member. 
And they hoped that, whenever other matters came before the com- 
mittee, > ine members might be able to see eye to eye with the society. 
But if the society’s member were withdrawn, they would practically have 
done away with the eye and ear of the Council, so far as the committee 
was concerned. They would also have destroyed their sole means of 
influencing the committee. Surely it was a weak policy to say that because 
they had had a rebuff in one direction, they should cease to take any 
interest whatever in matters which might be of equal importance. After 
all, when they came to look at it, what were they asking the Council to 
do? Surely it was to try to bring about an alteration in the existing law 
by flatly refusing to obey another law—the Act of 1897, which distinctly 
laid upon the Council the duty of appointing members to the committee. 
There was no provision in the Act which enabled other persons to 
appoint in case the Council should not do so, and if the Attorney-General 
were so to call upon the society, one could not conceive what the answer 
would be. No doubt Mr. Middleton and those who supported him would 
suggest passive resistance on the part of the Council. But, however 
dramatic that might be, one might be forgiven if one were inclined 
to doubt its utility. 

The PRESIDENT said that the meeting would observe that the main 
difference between the resolution and the amendment was that the 
amendment did not ask the Council to request that its member should 
be withdrawn from the committee. . 

Mr. G. H. Raprorp (London) said that the Lord Chancellor, in taking 
the discretion he had adopted, had not, as Mr. Manisty had shown, done 
anything illegal, and although some very strong things had been said about 
him by Mr. Middletton and Mr. Ford, he thought the meeting should 
consider the matter purely from the seciety’s cwn point of view. The 
Lord Chancellor could take care of himself. But what the meeting had 
to consider was the dignity of the society and of the profession. 
It was suggested by Mr. Middleton that because they could not get all 
they desired on the Rule Committee, they should withdraw from it 
altogether, and leave the work to be done by other people. He sub- 





rules, with the advice and assistance of the registrar. Could it possibly | might be very dramatic that Mr. Walters should, to please Yorkshire, 


mitted that was not the course which would recommend itself to the 
good sense either of Yorkshire or any other part of the Kingdom. It 
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retire from the committee, but he thought that the matter would com- 
mend itself very differently to most of them, and would have a very 
bad appearance in the eyes of others. It would be said that the solicitors 
had sulked, and that because they could not get the whole they would 
have nothing at all. That was a position in which he believed the 
profession would not desire to be placed. Therefore he thought the 
amendment much preferable to the resolution. 

Mr. J. 8S. Ruprinstem (London) thought it highly important thet the 
matter should not be determined under any misconception, or on any 
side issue. It appeared to him that the amendment absolutely shirked the 
entire question, and the meeting was asked to vote on one special rule, as 
if that represented the whole of their grievances with regard to the 
matter. He did not attach such an extraordinary importance to this 
particular rule, because he considered there were certain rules which 
affected solicitors far more strongly, and which were most unfair in 
their operation. With regard to the rules generally, he was speaking, 
and not of this particular one 

The PreEsIDENT called Mr. Rubinstein’s attention to the fact that 
both the motion and the-amendment referred to this particular -rule, and 
that he could not go into the general subject outside that. 

Mr. RUBINSTEIN asserted that the motion spoke of the rules generally, 
and read the motion to prove it. 

_ The PRESIDENT said that might be so, but it would be very inconvenient 
if he were going through the whole of the rules. The amendment, at 
least, dealt with that particular rule. 

Mr. RUBINSTEIN said it was not his intention to go through the whole 
of them, but there was one spqcial rule which he thought they could 
not avoid in speaking on the motion, unless they had it in their minds, 
and that was, curiously, as it might affect some of the members of the 
Council, the question of costs. He believed in doing work, and in being 
paid for it properly. He did not believe in being forced to do work which 
practically meant an expenditure of his and his clerk’s time representing 
ten or fifteen or twenty guineas, and being limited to one guinea or a 
guinea and a half. And that was the effect of the rules. He would give 
one instance. In the registration of possessory title there was an enor- 
mous amount of work to go through, yet in any transaction up to £1,000 
the whole costs a solicitor could charge for all that work was one 
guinea. It was very easy to be liberal at other people’s expense. He had 
no doubt the Lord Chancellor thought it a adh = humorous thing to cut 
down the solicitor in costs so that he could not live. They held up their 
hands in pious horror when they heard of a member of the profession 
being driven to the wall, but these rules were calculated to do it. They 
compelled solicitors to do work up to that £1,000 limit at a loss. ‘ 

Mr. MetmotH Watters: That is incorrect, Mr. Rubinstein. 

Mr. Rusrnster said that Mr. Walters did not seem to be acquainted 
with the actual practical working of the Act. He was speaking from 
experience. He asserted that the work entailed upon the solicitors in 
connection with the possessory title up to £1,000 was paid for with one 
guinea, which was a paltry, wretched amount, considering the amount 
of work and the responsibility incurred, whereas when they had to deal 
with absolute titles--— 

A Member rose to order. As he understood, they were all agreed in 
condemning the rules. The question was whether they were to ask the 
Council to withdraw their member from the committee. 

_The PrestpENT: That is the substantia] question, no doubt. But the 
discussion of the amendment and resolution both open the question of 
the rules. All I can do is to ask Mr. Rubinstein to be merciful. Life 
is short. We have heard his protest. If he can confine himself to the 
principal question, I hope it will facilitate discussion. 

Mr. RusinstTErn protested aganst the amendment being put before 
them, and dragged like a red herring across the scent. Because that was 
what it amounted to. He asserted that the society’s representative could 
not conscientiously concur in the rules, and the majority of the com- 
mittee did not concur in them, and it was a most high-handed proceeding 
on the part of the Lord Chancellor that he should make the Jaw of the 
land, as he had done, in a case of this sort. In 1881 the Conveyancing 
Act was passed, and a scale of charges submitted by one of the greatest 
judges, the late Master of the Rolls, Sir George Jessel. He wanted to 
know what pretence the Lord Chancellor had for interfering with that 
scale. He was bound to say, also, that many suggestions were being 
made with regard to the action and polity of the Lord Chancellor. He 
admitted that under the Act of 1875 the Lord Chancellor and the 
registrar together had the right to make rules, but Parliament said it 
was not right that the Lord Chancellor and an official should be the only 
persons to make them, and they nominated certain other persons, saying 
they must take care that they should be made by other people who were 
interested. He asserted that the clear intention of Parliament was that 
these other persons should have a voice in the making of the rules, and 
that the Lord Chancellor, of his own option, should not be able to over- 
ride the advice and assistance of the committee as he had done. It was 
an absolute farce to send the society’s representative to the committee to 
be a party to rules which were so oppressive in their operation, and bad 
for the clients as well as for the solicitors, and it would be an evil day 
if they were to sit down quietly under the slur and rebuff that the Lord 
Chancellor had given them. 

Mr. B. R, Heaton (London) supported the amendment. He said that 
he came from Yorkshire himself. They did not know all that Mr. 
Walters had done on the Rule Committee, and he hoped they would 
throw his services away lightly. Let them leave him on the committee 
to do his best, even though, for the moment, the Lord Chancellor had 
decided to act in opposition to his views. 

Mr. H. Marsuatt (Halifax) said he represented a small provincial law 








society in his own town. He thought that if more information could 
be obtained by the provincial societies of what was done the object would 
be achieved. Personally he did not see how, with dignity, the resolution 
could be passed by the society. They must consider that the committee 
which had been appointed under the Land Transfer Act was a committee 
of men of culture, who were as much sensitive to their honour as was 
the society to their honour. He should like to know what course the 
other members of the committee had taken. What action had the bodies 
who appointed those members taken as the result of what the Lord 
Chancellor had done? On the face of it, it would appear a very high- 
handed proceeding, but did they know al] the circumstances? He must 
confess that he didn’t, and until he did he could not support the resolu- 
tion. The amendment, he must confess, appeared to him a more dignified 
method of recording the protest of the society as to what had been done 
by the Lord Chancellor, and if that protest could also be supported by 
the bodies who appointed representatives on the majority of that com- 
mittee whose decision had been overruled, he felt sure that that protest 
would receive more weight, and possibly would lead to some c " 
They were all agreed that the six years was, from a conveyancing point 
of view, absurd. But surely the better way to deal with that was to 
secure and strengthen the majority on that committee, and act in accord 
with that majority and the bodies who appointed them. 

Mr. A. T. Perxrns (Leeds) said he too came from Yorkshire, and per- 
haps the members who had not come so far would allow him to say one 
word. He was bound to say it would be an extreme disappointment to 
the President of the Leeds Law Society and to every member of the law 
societies in Yorkshire that the motion had not been thought worthy of 
a single word of reply from the President or any member of the Council. 
The solicitors of Leeds had been pleased to meet the President in that 
town recently, and had heard him advocate the claims of the Law Society 
for an increased membership among the country solicitors. He did not 
understand how that claim could urged by the Leeds solicitors, as 
it had been in the interval, if it was understood that representations 
which had been made to the Council at these meetings were absolutely 
unworthy of any reply from the members of the Council. The amend- 
ment was quite futile. It would have absolutely no more effect than the 
letter the Council had already sent to the Lord Chancellor. If they were 
to make any protest, let it, at least, be a practical one, and how the amend- 
ment was to be practical in any way he absolutely failed to conceive. 
If they simply passed this amendment, they let the matter slide entirely. 
The name of the society's representative on the Rule Committee was 
printed on the King’s printer’s copy of these rules, and it was going 
round to the country at large as one of the persons by whose assistance 
and with whose advice the rules had been framed. That was what they 
wanted to get rid of. At present they were absolutely fixed in the eyes 
of everyone with the responsibility for these rules. He was not 
speaking of lawyers, but of the public, those who didn’t know the exact 
position in which the Rule Committee stood. At present they were faced 
with the responsibility of assenting to rules with which they entirely dis- 
agreed, and which were to become the law of the land by the act of the 
Lord Chancellor and not by the word of Parliament. ese rules were 
passed ; there was nothing to prevent the Lord Chancellor from making 
new ones in another year’s time which may still be disagreed with by 
members of the committee. He would do it possibly, and he might reduce 
the six years to six months without anybody saying no. And what was 
the Council’s reply? That they sent him a letter and they got no 


answer. 

Mr, THomagd Raw te (Vice-President, ao hoped the amend- 
ment would be carried. ‘The real point was whether or not they were 
to withdraw the society’s member from the Rule Committee. Something 
had been said about dignified conduct. It was, of course, well known to 
every member of the society that it was only the result of the most 
persistent effort that the society had been able to secure upon the Rule 
Committee the presence of their representative, not only under the Land 
Transfer Act, but under the Judicature Act. Were they to be so false to 
their trust to the society, and to every member of it, that as soon as they 
found that the Lord Chancellor took his own view on what was or was 
not best for the community, they were to turn round, and like a pack 
of children or like schoolboys say, “Well, I won't play any more.” 
Were they to withdraw their member and go off sulking like Achilles 
in their tent? Was that dignified? He ventured to think that would 
be the most. absurd, most humiliating position that the society could 
take up. Where would they be if they withdrew? Would they then 
have any influence? Had they then any chance of being heard? Nota 
bit, and it would merely be said “‘They have gone ; let them go!’’ What 
were the other members of the committee going to do, one speaker had 
said. Did they feel it incumbent on them, in the discharge of their 
duties, did they find it necessary to resign or withdraw? No, of course. 
And he thought it would be most injudicious, in the interests of every 
member of the society and of the profession, if the meeting were to pass 
the resolution. 

Mr. Mrppteron, in reply, said his practice when at school was that 
if his schoolfellows would not play fairly he would not play with them 
at all. Mr. Perkins, who represented Leeds, had told them mg 
plainly, and he thought he himself had endeavoured to make it plain, 
too, that the solicitors throughout England and Wales had, by virtue 
of these rules, accepted the responsibility. He did not a ae for one 
moment that that responsibility had been accepted simply by the repre- 
sentative of the society. He said it had been rejected by the majority 
of the Rule Committee, and that had not been disproved or any statement 
made to the contrary. Mr. Manisty’s arguments were perfectly sound. 
Were those rules to be made with or without the assistance and advice 
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of the Rule Committee? he asked. What did Mr. Manisty mean by that? 
He (Mr. Middleton) was not there to argue upon the construction of the 
rules, and to say what was well and what was not, but he told them 
most confidently that the country at large would place their own inter- 
pretation upon them, and would saddle the entirety of the Rule Committee 
with the responsibility. Whatever mght be thought of it in London, 
they would certainly think of it in Yorkshire, and he hoped it would 
be recorded here to-day that the Yorkshire solicitors were not going 
to sit down for a moment under the assertion or the suggestion that the 
rules were the outcome of the legal profession at large throughout the 
country. If the Lord Chancellor was entitled to issue these rules with- 
out the advice and assistance of the Rule Committee, let him do without 
it. What was that language put in the Act for? It was put in the 
Act that the country might have independent advice, and he said that 
they were entitled to have that advice acted upon, and if the Lord Chan- 
cellor thought proper to repudiate it or decline it or throw it in the 
gutter, where was their dignity? Were they to send a representative to 
assist the Lord Chancellor, and then submit to his being treated in this 
way’ Certainly not. He did not know whether Mr. Walters would 
continue to sit on that Rule Committee, but if he (Mr. Middleton) were 
kept there in chains nothing would ever extract from him any advice for 
the Lord Chancellor with regard to rules of any description whatever. 
He had said that not only was the action of the Lord Chancellor 
autocratic, but that in itself and in its results it was unconstitutional. 
That was his concluding sentence. 
The amendment was put and carried by 66 votes to 50. 
It was then put as a substantive resolution and adopted. 


Motions IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Mr. Forp had given notice to move that: ‘‘This meeting, whilst 
recognizing the importance of the announcement on the above subject 
inserted by the Council in the society’s ‘Gazette and Register’ for March, 
once more places on record its opinion that the interests of suitors and 
the reasonable convenience of solicitors requires that motions in the 
Chancery Division should be entered in a list, and, as far as possible, 
taken in their order upon such list.’’ 

The PRESIDENT said that before Mr. Ford moved the resolution, he 
might give him a piece of information. That was that the Council some 
time ago made the proposition suggested by the motion, to the Lord 
Chancellor, and he thought to the General Council of the Bar. The 
General Council of the Bar did not approve of it, and the Lord Chancellor 
had informed the society that he had consulted the judges, and they 
were not in favour of it. So there was a considerable difficulty to get 
over. 

Mr. Forp said that that being so, it would be a waste of time to move 
the resolution. He would like to say that twelve years ago a general 
meeting of the society in that ‘hall unanimously adopted a resolution of 
this kind, and that about fifteen years since a similar resolution was 
adopted at a provincial meeting. He would withdraw the motion. 

PurcHASE-MoNEY IN CONVEYANCING MATTERS. 

Mr. Forp had also given notice to move: ‘‘That it be referred to the 
Council to consider and report (in their next annual report) upon the 
present practice of requiring the payment of the purchase-money in cash 
when settling purchases, etc., in conveyancing business; and if a change 
in this respect is considered desirable, then the Council is also to report 
its opinion as to an alternative method of payment.” 

The Presment said he did not understand what the difficulty was. 
It was easy to arrange for a bank draft instead of cash. Mr. Ford did 
not, it was presumed, suggest that the purchaser’s cheque should be 
accepted ? 

Mr. Forp said it was only a reference to the Council. 

The Presmpent said he did not see how it could be done. At any 
rate, there should be a discussion. The view of the Council was that 
they did not understand what was the alteration required. Did he wish 
the purchaser’s cheque should be taken? 

Mr. Forp said that perhaps he had better not press the matter, and 
withdrew the motion. 

Socrety’s Lectures anp CLASSES. 

Mr. Forp asked, in accordance with notice: “Whether the Council 
has sanctioned an announcement that the society’s lectures and classes 
may be attended by anyone, whether law students or not, who pays the 
prescribed fees; and if this is so, Why such course has been taken; also 
whether the Council regard it as satisfactory that their system of law 
classes appears to be in the nature of a competition with the system 
adopted by legal coaches?” 

The Presment said the Council had sanctioned the announcement 
referred to. They had done so in conformity with a practice which had 
existed ever since the establishment of the lectures and classes in 1836. On 
searching back the secretary had found that at all events from the year 
1845 students other than those articled to members of the society or 
solicitors who were members had been admitted to the lectures on paying 
£2 for each set of lectures, or £4 for the whole course. This privile e 
thad been used by a few persons, but they were not very numerous. It 
was, no doubt, thought by the Council in 1845, and possibly before that 
time, that this would popularize the lectures and do no harm, and might 
tend to increase the revenue of the society to some extent. The Council 
of Legal Education, which represented the bar, adopted the same prac- 
tice. The Council had not established their new system of education 





with a view to compete with or injure anyone, but simply with a view 
of improving their previous system, which had proved imefficient. The 
Council derived no satisfaction from the appearance of competition sug- 
gested in the question. 

A vote of thanks to the President, on the motion of Mr. Forp, brought 
the proceedings to a close. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society’s Classes. 


Attention is called to the Time-table of the Law Society’s Classes for 
the Second Term, 1904, which appears in our advertising columns, 
Intending students are requested specially to note that the Principal will 
be in his room at the Law Society's Hall on Thursday and Friday (28th 
and 29th inst.), from 10 to 1, and from 2.30 to 6, on each day, to receive 
names and make arrangements. 135 students availed themselves of the 
society’s classes last term. 


Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 

Inner Trempie.—H. G. Lewis, B.A., LL.B., Camb., certificate of honour, 
Easter Term, 1904 ; M. C. McCreagh-Thornhill, Oxford ; Ranchhodbhai Bhai- 
babhai Patel, B.A., Camb, ; C.S. Powers, B.A., Oxford ; D. Cotes-Preedy, 
M.A., Camb.; F. Kershaw, B.A., Oxford; E. F. Goodhart, B.A., Oxford; D.T. 
Davies, B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; F. W. Goldberg, B.A., Oxford; H. Lancas- 
ter, B.A., Camb.; H. E. Fass, B.A., Oxford; C. D. Schwann, B.A., 
Oxford; A. F. L. Bacon, M.A., Oxford; S. A. H. Burne, B.A., Camb. ; 
E. F. Watermeyer, B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; G. McL. Marshall; T. M. Evans, 
B.A., Camb. ; G. W. Bailey ; and E. H. Young, B.A., Camb. 

Mippie Tempite.—A. 8. Tawell, LL.B., Lond., certificate of honour, 
Michaelmas, 1903; Syed Hosain; P. H. Ezechiel, B.A., Bombay, Lond,, 
and Camb. ; F. I. Gomez; B. B. Marshall ; Vishvanath Prabhuram Vaidya, 
B.A., Bombay, M.R.A.S., Research Student, Edin. ; T. Landers; W. B. 
Thomson, B.A., late Scholar of Univ. Coll., Uxford ; and F. A. Clinch. 

Lincoun’s-1nn.—A. K. Bose; H. G. Maurice, B.A., Lincoln Coll., 
Oxford ; C. N. Hope- Wallac, 4.A., Balliol Coll., Oxford ; O. W. Verner, 
B.A., Merton Coll., Oxford; T. J. Campbell, M.A., LL.B.; J. K. D. 
Hill. 

Gray’s-rnn.—0. E, Dickinson. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrrry.—April 19,—Chairman, Mr. Alfred 
Dods.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this House approves of the 
introduction of Chinese Labour into South Africa.’ Mr. W. P. Cox 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. Eustace B. Ames opened in the negative, 
The following members also spoke: A. B Russell, R. P. Croom Johnson, 
J. F. Eales, W. N. Gibb, W. M. Pleadwell, Hugh Rendell, and F. J. A. 
Leggett. The motion was carried by tive votes. 


BiramincuamM Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—April 19.—Mr. Stanley Smith 
presiding.— After the transaction of special business a debate took place 
on the following subject: ‘‘A testator gave his residuary personal estate 
to trustees with leave at their discretion to retain existing investments, 
but subject to that in trust, to convert and invest in trust securities. 
He settled the proceeds on his widow for life with remainder to his two 
sons. He died on the 1st of July, 1894, and the widow on the Ist of 
March, 1901. Part of the testator’s estate consisted of a mortgage of 
freeholds for £5,000 carrying interest at 5 percent. ‘The security was 
insufficient and the mortgagor insolvent. . The trustees foreclosed, 
obtaining absolute foreclosure on the Ist of June, 1895. They were 
advised by a competent surveyor that a sale by auction would yield 
£3,500, but not more, and at the widow’s request they retained it, paying 
her the net rents and profits, which averaged about £200 a year. Un her 
death the property realized on sale £2,500. The sons bring an action 
against the trustees asking that they may be ordered to make good the 
difference between £2,500 and £3,500, with interest. Are they entitled to 
recover any and what sum? Writ issued on the lst of January, 1904.’’ 
The speakers for the affirmative were Messrs. C. A. Brown, A. R. 
O’Connor, J. J. Pritchard, E. Woodward, J. A. Shephard, F. W. Wood, 
and H. W. Lyde, and on the negative Messrs. R. A, Tench, J. Roung, 
R. A. Willes, and T. H. Cleaver. ‘The openers having replied, the chair- 
man summed up, and the meeting voted in favour of the affirmative by a 
majority of eight. 

April 26.—Mr. A. F. Lovatt presiding.—The following was the subject 
for debate: ‘‘By his will dated the 31st day_of July, 1892, A. 
gave and bequeathed unto trustees his stock-iv-trade, shop fixtures, 
and the residue of his household goods and furniture, book debts, 
sum and sums of money which might be found in his house or about 
his person at the time of his decease, and money in the Excelsior Building 
Society, or deposited with the Building Society, with the arrears of interest 
due thereon, and also the moneys due to him from a certain property of 
which he was tenant for life, upon trusts for sale and conversion, and to 
divide proceeds equally between his four children, A. at the time had no 
property at all other than thatabove specified. In the year 1900, A. having 
sold all his household goods and furniture, and having realized all the 
above securities, invested the proceeds in certain freehold property. 
Shortly afterwards he died, and his estate consisted solely of such freehold 
property. Is the heir-at-law entitled to the estate as against the beneli- 
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ciaries under the will?’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. 
J. Round, 8. O. Edwards, E. Woodward, R. A. Willes, and J. J. Pritchard; 
in the negative, Messrs. H. W. Lyde, T. D. Hickman, and R. A. Tench. 
The vote resulted in favour of the affirmative by a majority of five. 








Obituary. 
Mr. I. H. Wrentmore. 


Mr. Isaac Harris Wrentmore, solicitor, of No. 29, Bedford-row, London, 
died on the 22nd inst., in his seventieth year. He was admitted in 1856, 
and for many years practised at Chelsea, as well as at Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
in partnership With his father, and in recent years has carried on the 
practice at Bedford-row and Hampstead in partnership with his son, Mr. 
John Harris Wrentmore, under the style of Wrentmore & Son. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Tuomas Rotts Wareincron, who has been appointed one of the 
Justices of the High Court in the place of the late Mr. Justice Byrne, is 
the only son of Mr. Thomas Warrington, of London, goldsmith. He was 
educated at Rugby and Trinity College, Cambridge, and was in the second 
class in the Classical Tripos of 1873. He was a pupil of Lord Davey and 
Lord Alverstone, and we believe also of the late Mr. Decimus Sturges, of 
Lincoln’s-inn. He was called to the bar in 1875. He became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1895, and has been for some years the leader in Mr. Justice 
Kekewich’s court. 


Information Required. 


Ferptnanp Marneopa.—Solicitors, bankers, or others having in their 
possession a Will or other papers or securities of Ferdinand Matheoda, 
late of Nos. 62 and 63, Mark-lane, E.C., and Oakdene, Montalt-road, 
Woodford-green (who died on the 18th of April, 1904), are requested to 
communicate at once with Irvine & Borrowman, solicitors, 25, Crutched 
Friars, Mark-lan2, E.0. 


General. 


On the 26th inst. the Lord Chancellor presented a Bill to amend the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, aud it was read a first time. 


Mr, Justice Channell will go to the Spring Assizes at Leeds on Monday 
next in place of Mr. Justice Wright, who will remain in London. 


On Wednesday last Lord Kinross, Lord Justice General and Lord 
President of the Court of Session of Scotland, took his seat for the first 
time as a member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 


It is understood that Mr. Mulligan, K.O., will in future practise’in the 
court of Mr. Justice Kekewich ; and that Mr. Henry Terrell, K.C., and 
Mr. George Cave, K.C., will practise before Mr. Justice Warrington. 


Sir Robert Finlay will, says the Globe, be the chief representative of the 
English bar at the ‘‘ Universal Congress of Lawyers’’ to be held at 
St. Louis in September. He will be accompanied by Mr. W. D. Rawlins, 
K.C., Mr. Scott Fox, K.C., Mr. Edward Manson, Mr. Pawley Bate, and 
Mr. J. A. Simon, 

A ball will be held on Friday, the 13th of May, in the Inner Temple- 
hall, by permission of the treasurer and benchers, in aid of the Inns of 
Court Mission. Tickets may be obtained from Mr. Rayner Goddard, 2, 
Mitre-court-buildings, Temple; Mr. W. Finlay, 4, Temple-gardens ; and 
Miss Kennedy, hon. secretary, 94, Westbourne-terrace. The number of 
tickets is limited. 

It is said, the Daily Telegraph tell us, that in a burst of after-dinner 
confidence Lord Halsbury once asked a judge (the choice of another 
Chancellor) which, in his opinion, was the least satisfactory of his appoint- 
ments. ‘‘ For my own part,’’ added the Lord Chancellor, ‘‘I think so- 
and-so is the worst.” ‘* Perhaps he is,” said the judge; ‘but there 
are several whose claims ought not to be overlooked.’’ 


An open competitive examination for twenty-four situations as assistant 
examiner in the Patent Office will be held by the Civil Service Com- 
missioners in July next. The examination will begin on the 19th of the 
month, and forms of application for admission to it are now ready for 
issue, and may be obtained on request addressed by letter to the secretary, 
Civil Service Commission, Burlington-gardens, London, W. 

The Council of the Law Society has received from a well-known 
solicitor, who desires to remain anonymous, an offer to establish for three 
years a lectureship and scholarship in international law in connection with 
the society’s classes. The scholarship will be of the value of £50, and 
will be tenable for one year. The tirst course of lectures will probably be 
delivered in July next. It is to be hoped that this generous example will 
be followed by other similar benefactions. 


_ The Speaker has, says the Zimes, laid upon the table of the House of 
Commons a ‘‘ Manual of Procedure in Public Business of the House.”’ The 
work has been prepared by Sir Courtenay Ibert, Clerk of the House. The 
changes made by the recent alterations of the Standing Orders have been 
dealt with, and a special chapter is provided on the subject of private Bill 


legislation. An excellent index is also included. The book, which has 
been compiled for the use of members of the House, may be obtained at 
the Vote Uffice. 

Mr. A. 8. Field, solicitor, of Leamington, the clerk to the Warwickshire 
County Council, who enjoys, says the Westminster Gazette, the distinction of 
being the oldest solicitor on the rolls, is at last, at the age of ninety-one, 
about to retire from public life. Mr. Field, who is a son of the Rev. 
William Field, of Warwick, the once well-known scholar and biographer 
of Dr. Parr, and is through his grandmother directly descended from 
Oliver Cromwell, began to practise at Leamington in 1834 and has lived 
there ever since. 

In reply to a question by Mr. Bryn Roberts whether the rules under the 
Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 1903, the draft of which was laid upon the 
table on the Lith of February last, had been made, and, if not, what was 
the cause of the delay, Mr. Akers-Douglas says, in a printed answer: 
These rules will be made by the Attorney-General; but I may perhaps 
explain that, according to the provisions of the Act, the rules cannot be 
finally settled until they have been laid in draft before each House of 
Parliament for not less than forty days upon which such House has sat. 

The unique position of a prosecutor appearing in support of a summons 
issued against himself was, says the Daily Mail, witnessed at the 
Wallingford Borough Bench on Saturday, when the town clerk, Mr. Frank 
Hedges, applied, on behalf of the town council, for several magisterial 
orders, under the Housing of the Working Classes Acts, prohibiting cer- 
tain cottages, which are in a dilapidated condition, from being used for 
human habitation. Mr. Hedges, as mortgagee in possession, is the owner 
of one of the lots of property, and in the capacity of town clerk had to 
request the bench to make an order against him. 

A railway carriage has, says the St James’s Gazette, been transformed for 
the nonce into a couvty court by his Honour Sir Horatio Lloyd. A case 
he was hearing at Mold being unfinished when the time arrived for the 
rising of the court, he suggested to Mr. Samuel Moss, M.P., and Mr. 
Ellis Griffith, M.P., counsel for the parties in the matter, that they should 
address him in the carriage on the journey to Chester, or later on at 
Chester County Court. The learned counsel chose the railway iage. 
Their arguments were accordingly given, and were concluded before the 
train reached Chester. His honour reserved his decision. 

In moving the second reading of the Prevention of Corruption Bill on 
the 26th inst., the Lord Chancellor said there was a great and a 
evil which it was necessary to meet, and it was urgent that steps shoul 
be taken to diminish what had been described as a canker which was eating 
away the commercial honesty of a great many classes in this country. 
Their lordships were familiar with the provisions of this Bill. He had 
taken means to ascertain the reception which the Bill met with in the 
House of Commons, and he had accepted, with one exception, the amend- 
ments which were made in Grand Committee. That, of course, ought to 
clear the way for the complete acceptance of the Bill. The exception was 
one which he should insist upon as essential to any such Bill—it was 
the veto of the Attorney-General. He was unwilling to be a party to 
anything that would promote evils even worse than the corruption 
which the Bill was intended to put down. He did not think that 
anyone who had not examined into the subject could appre- 
ciate the extent to which a Bill of this kind might be used for 
the purpose of blackmail unless this provision was inserted. It was the 
fear of being accused that the blackmailer availed himself of. One of the 
amendments suggested as an alternative to the veto of the Attorney- 
General was that an indictment under this Bill should be part of the 
legi-lation in respect to what was called the vexatious indictment 
procedure. That was not a sufficient safeguard against blackmailing, 
because if the case went before a magistrate there would be publicity of 
the accusation, and it was publicity that the blackmailer made the great 
instrument of oppression. If, however, the blackmailer had to obtain the 
permission of the Attorney-General, there would be no publicity if the 
law officer of the Crown decided that it was not a case in which a prosecu- 
tion should be instituted. Moreover a blackmailer was the last person in 
the world to pay a visit to the Attorney-General to ask for his permission 

to proceed with a prosecution. 








The applications for £2,500,000 India Three Cent. Stock amounted 
to £12,059,600, at prices varying from £97 5s. to £94 10s. (the minimum). 
The average price obtained for the stock is £95 18s. 6d. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1904. 
(Continued from p. 422.) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 

(Final List.) 

1904, 

Mayor, &c, of the Borough of Hackney v Lea Conservancy Board appl of 
pitiis from judgt ot Mr Justice Wright, dated Oct 30, 1903, without a 
jury, Middlesex Jan 15 

E Pilbrow (wife of W F Pilbrow) and E Marsden, both married women, 
suing in respect of their separate estates v A D Thornton and Childs 
appl of pltff Elizabeth Pilbrow from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
Nov 13, 1903, with a common jury, Middlesex Jan 15 

In the Matter of William Agate, a solr, & appl of W Agate from judgt 
of Mr Justice Channell, dated Dec 21, 1903, in Chambers Jan 15 

The Mayor, Aldermen and Uouncillors of the City of Westminster v John- 
son appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 10, 1903, 
witdout a jury, Middiesex Jan18 Samev Fuller appl of deft from 
judgt of Mr Justace Wright, dated Nov 10, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 18 

Bateman and anr v Hunt and ors appl of defts A B Hunt, L C Hunt and 
RS Hunt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated Oct 27, 1903 (jury 
discharged), Middlesex Jan 25 

Yrazu v ‘the Astral Shipping Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, dated Jan 11, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 26 

The Trustee of the property ot Alfred Cowley Russell (a Bankrupt) v 
Nicklin & Eglintun appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, 
dated Dec 18, 1903, without a jury, Birmingham Jan 28 

Thompson and ors v Goodridge app! of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Uct 28, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 28 

Chapman v Wiuson appl of deft from judgt of Justices Wills and 
Kennedy, dated Jan 22, 1904 Jan 30 

The Rosella Steamship co ld, Uwners of the Steamship ‘‘ Rosella’’ v 
H.uttmann appl ot plttis from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Dec 
21, 1903, without a jury, Londun Jan 30 

Oliver and anr v The Mayor, &c, of Camberwell appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Justices Wills and Kennedy, dated Jan 19, 1904 Feb1 

Chambers and ors (Applts) v Martineau and ors, Licensing Justices of the 
‘Lower Division (Respts) appl of respts from judgt of the Lord Chiet 
Justice and Justices Wills aud Kennedy, dated Jan 26,1904 Feb 3 

Ta, lor v Burrows appl of deft trom judgt of Justices Wills and Kennedy, 
dated Jan 27, 1904 Feb 10 

Ruben & Ladenburg v ‘he Great Fingall Consolidated ld appl of defts 
Great Fingall Consolidated Id from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Feb 6, 1904 (jury discharged), City or London Feb 11 

In the Matter ot the Arbitration Act, 1899 and in the Matter of an Arbtn 
between the Lancashire Engine Co ld and Walter Longley Bourke app) 
of the Lancashire Engine Uo from judgt of Justices Wills and Kennedy, 
dated Jan 21, 1904 Keb 15 

Williams and ors v North Navigation Collieries (1899) 1d appl of defts 
judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Feb 12,1904 part heard (from 
interlocutory List—to be in Paper 1st day of Final Appeals—advanced 
by order) Feb 15 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of an 
Arbtn between Shepherd and Smart appl of J W Smart from judgt of 
The Lord Chief Justice and Justice Wills and Kennedy, dated Jan 26, 
1904 Feb 17 

C P Field v Lord Kinnaird and ors appl of pltff (in person) from 
order ot Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Jan 14,1904 Feb 19 

Wertheimer v Hollender and Cremetti appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated Feb 6, 1904, without a jury, Miadlesex Feb 


22 

The Metropolitan District Ry Co v The Metropolitan Ry Co appl of pltffs 
from judgt ut Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 28, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex Feb 23 

Willett v Simmonds appl of pltff from judgt of Master Lord Dunboyne, 
dated Feb 17, 1904 (under Urder 36, Rule 57) Feb 23 

In re an Arbitration between Southwark and Vauxhall Water Co (clmts) v 
‘the Metropolitan Water Board (respts) appl of Southwark and Vaux- 
hall Water Co from award of Sir Eaward Fry, Sir Hugh Owen, GOB, and 
Sir J Wolfe Barry, KCB, dated Feb 22, 1904 March 2 

Andreae Wallace & Uo v Burke appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Feb 18, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 3 

Automobile Components ld v Lliffe & Sons ld appl of pltffs from judgt of 
a oa Kennedy, dated Dec 21, 1903, with acommon jury, Middlesex 

arc 

mulard v The Balby with Hexthorpe Urban District Council appl of 
respt from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and 
Kennedy, dated Feb 29,1904 March 7 

In re an Arbitration between The Company of Proprietors of Lambeth 
Water Works \clmts) v The Metropolitan Water Board (respts) appl of 
the clmts from award of Sir Edward Fry, Sir Hugh Uwen, GOB, and Sir 
J Wolfe Barry, KOB, dated Feb 22, 1904 March 7 

In re an Arbitration between the ‘'he Governor and Co of the Chelsea 
Water Works (clmts) v The Metropulitan Water Board (respts) appl of 
clmts from award of Sir Edward Fry, Sir Hugh Uwen, GOB, and Sir J 
Wolfe Barry, KCB, dated Feb 22, 1904 (advanced by order—to be in 
Paper by April 14) March 8 

Eldridge v Hadsiey appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Feb 13, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 8 





Bloomer v Haggie appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dateg 
Feb 23, 1904 March 8 

Sir Samuel Edward Scott, Bart, MP v Robert Stanford Brown appl of 
pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 18, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex March 11 

The aAnglo-Mexican Colonization Co ld v London Bank of Mexico ang 
South America ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dateg 
March 1, 1904 March 15 

The South West Suburban Water Cov The Guardians of St Marylebone 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 1, 1904, 
without a jury, Middlesex March 21 

In re an Arbitration between Philip Richard v The Great Western Ry (o 
appl of the Great Western Ry Co from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 2, 1904, and cross-notice by respt P Richard, dated March 
19, 1904 March 21 

Stevens v Southwell and anr (Connolly 3rd party) appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 3, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex March 23 

S Oppenheimer v Crean & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated March 16, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 24 

Societe Anonyme Voiliers des Dunkerquois v Dewar & Webb appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 9, 1904 March 24 

Ellinger v The Mutual Life Insurance Co of New York appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 14, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex March 25 

R Barrett & Sons ld v Withers appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Poillimore, dated March 4, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 
R Barrett & Sons ld v Davies appl of deft trom judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated March 4, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 25 

Attorney-General v Earl of Londesborough (Revenue Side) appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated March 7, 1904 March 25 

Evans v Cook (Lancashire and Yorkshire Insce Co ld, 3rd party) appl of 
of 3rd party from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated March 7, 1904, with- 
out a jury, Nottingham March 26 : 

A Goerz & Co ld v Thomas Edward Bell (Revenue Side), Surveyor of Taxes 
appl of applts, A Goerz & Co ld, from judgment ot Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 9, 1904 March 28 

Alcott v Millar’s Karri and Jarrah Forests ld (in voluntary liquidation) and 
Walter L Green appl of defts, Millar’s Karrah and Jarrah Forests ld, 
from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated March 11, 1904, witha 
special jury, Middlesex March 28 Same v Same appl of deft WL 
Green from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated March 11, 1904, with 
a special jury, Middlesex March 28 

Goldstein and ors v ishbitsky appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated March 9, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 28 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper). 
1904, 


Weldon and Corbey Brick Cold v Martin appl of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 28, 1904, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 1 

Crosland v The Dorset Publishing Cold appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on app! from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 28, 1904, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 4 

Crouch v Coward & Co appin of pitft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 4 

Phillips and Wife v London General Omnibus Co ld and The London 
United Tramways (1901) 1d_ appln of deits L G O Co ld for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 2 
Phillips and Wife v London General Umnibus Co ld and The London 
United ‘'ramways (1901) ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and.a special jury, Middlesex Feb 5 

Dederick v Dukas appln of pltit for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 19, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Feb 6 

Branning v Booroff appln of pltff tor judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 1, 1904, at wial betore Mr Justice Philli- 
more and a common jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by deft, dated 
Feb 22, 1904 Feb 11 : 

Calrow v Baker appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, datea Feb 9, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bruce and & 
common jury, Middlesex Feb 15 

Aeratorsld v Webber appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 11, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 17 

Walsh v Bentley and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham and acommon jury, Manchester Feb 80 ni 

Denaby end Cadeby Main Collieries 1d v Yorkshire Miners Association, 
George Cragg and ten others appln of defts, Wadsworth, Parrott, 
Frith and Hall, for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 20 Same v Same appin of defts Yorkshire 
Miuers Association, Cragg, Smith and Kaye ior judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 20 

Wethered v Motor Manufacturing Vold appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 29. 1904, at trial before 
Mr Justice Wills and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 29 
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Woodward v Spring appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from | May 5.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrsr & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


yerdict and judgt, dated Feb 16, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex March 1 < 

Neave v Rollitt appln of deft from judgt or new trial on appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a common jury, Norwich March 1 


Dale v White appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict | 


and judgt, da 
common jury, Middlesex March 2 


Telegraph Construction and Maintenance Co ld v F W Berk & Co ld 


appin of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Feb 12, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a common 
jury, Middlesex March 3 

Marshall v Lock appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 26, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex March 3 

Tuppin v The Mayor, Aldermen, and Burgesses of the County Borough of 
Brighton appln of pltff for judgt or new trial from verdict and judgt, 
dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and a common 
jury, Lewes March 3 

Wellman v Michaelis & Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 23, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Philiimore and acommon jury, Middlesex March 7 

Crichton v Cathie and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 29, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 11 

Bowick v Finlay & Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 3, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Durham March 12 

Boldy v Whitaker appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 9, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, West Riding, York March 12 

Wilson v Scott Elder appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 2, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Law- 
rance and a common jury, Durham March 12 

Smurthwaite v Young’ appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 2, 1904, at trial before Mr Commissioner 
Bray, K.C., and a special jury, Durham March 15 

Bacon v Putley appln of deft for judgt or new trialon appl from ver- 
dict and judgt, dated March 7, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and acommonjury March 15 

Dakhyl v Labouchere appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 10, 1904, at trial before The Lord Chief 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex March 16 


Bennett v Coupland appln of pltff for judgt or newtrial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Buck- 
nill and a special jury, Leeds March 17 


Thomas Gentles and Sons v Spence and anr appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 23, 1904, at trial 
—— Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

arch 18 


Symonds v Birt appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 9, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a 
common jury, Middlesex March 18 


Miller vy Redding & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 14, 1904, at trial before The Lord 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex March 23 


Newton v Watson appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on dppl from 
verdict and judgt,dated Feb 23, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bucknill 
and acommon jury, Lincoln March 30 


Hoyle and Wife v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co (Halifax District 
Registry) appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 22, 1904, at trial before Mr Commissioner Bray, 
K.C., and a common jury, Leeds March 26 

Maple & Cold v Smethurst appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 


from verdict and judgment, dated March 4, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 30 








The Property Mart. 
Sales of the Ensuing Week, 


May 2.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewsox, Farmer, & Barpcewarer, at the Mart, $: 
Whitechapel and Hackney: Freehold Ground-rents of £240 and £49 te! 
Five capital Freehold Shops, in good business thoroughfares ; let on jeases producing 
£246 per annum, and offering excellent investments. Solicitors, Mesars. W. RB. Millar 
& Sons, London. (See advertisements, April 23, p. v.) 

May 3.—Messra, Denenaam, Tewson, Farmer, & Baiperwater, at the Mart, at 2, in 27 
Lots :—Hoxton (in a very populous neighbour! , about a mile from the Bank of 
England): A valuable Freehold Estate of 206 Houses, Shops, and Premises, situate in 
New North-road, St. John’s-road, Nicholas-street, Bast-read, Nile.street,’ Allerton- 
street, and Custance-street ; let on leases for terms expiring in at Ground-rents 


of £289 19s. 10d. per annum, with reversion in about 4 or 4} years to the rack-rents 
estimated at £5,290 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Patecsona, Saow, Bloxam, & 
Kinder, London, (See advertisements, April 23, p. v.) ” . 


Feb 23, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a | 


REVERSIONS : 

To £1,330, in Mortgeges ; on decease of a life aged 58. Solicitors, Messrs. Thrupp, 
Chidell, & Sharp, London. 

To £5,000, in North-Eastern eng fy on decease before attaining the age 
of 21 of a gentleman aged 15. licitor, F. 8. Ingle, Esq., London. 

To £500, in Freeholds in North Wales; on decease of the survivor of lives aged 65 
and 64 respectively. Solicitor, R. M. Munro, Esq., Nantwich. 

Two LEASEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £9 each, arising out of Nos. 37 and 38, 
Stock Orchard-crescent, Holloway. Solic tors, Messrs. Faithfall & Davy, 
Winchester. 

LIFE POLICIES for £6,000, £3,000, £2,000, £1,000, £1,000, £600, £500, £500, £500 
£49. Solicitors, W. T. _Boxdelt, ius, Ee. Mess Danby, Breoks, & Oo. 
and A. E. Baker, Esq., ; F. 8. Ing'e, Esq., Bath ; J. Hall Wright, 
Esq., Birmingham. 

SHARES, Xe. 

(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

May 5.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold House and 
Bridge-road (formerly New-road), and Premises, 1 and 1a, y-street, 
adjoining ; let on leases producing £150 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Lewis & Sons, 
London. (See advertisement. April 23, p. v.) 

May 5.—Mr. Josera Srowek, at the Mutt, at 2:- Borough of Holborn : Freehold Esta‘e 
of 26 Dwelling -hovses, extensive Workshops and Premises. and a weil-established 
fully-licensed Public house, let «n leases which will expire as to the greater 
portion at Midsummer, 1921, and as to the remainder in 1951. The property is 
rituate close to Bedf 1d-row, covers an area of nearly j of an acre, ani produces a 
rental of £1,027 per annum. Solicitors, Me-sts Palmer & Bull, London - Battersea and 
Finsbury Park: Learehold Properties, in Four Lots ; and : reas about £150 
perannum. Solicitors L. A. L. North, Esq., London.—Hampste : Leasehold Detach d 
Residence ; let at £75 peravnum. Solicitors, Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters, & Hay, 
Lon on. (See advertisement, April 23, p. vi.) 

May 6.—Messrs. Extis & Son, at the Mart, at 2:—Fenchurch-street : Important Block of 
Leasehold Premises, occupying a situation unrivalled in the shipping and coal markets, 
immediately opposite the approach to Fenchurch-s.reet Railway Station, and near 
Tloyd’s Reg‘ster of Shipping. Solicitors, Mess:s. Fowler & C»., London (See adver- 
tisement, this week, p. v.) 

a 


, 71, Tower 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep in CHANCERY. 


A: nTON-UNDER-Lyyx& Mitt Owsers ano Mitt Occupiers Waterworks Co, Limitrp— 
Creditors are required, on or before May 28, to sead their names and addresses, aod the 
particulars of their debts and claims, to William Moss, Market pl, Ashton-under- Lyne. 
Booth & Wilkinson, Ashton-under-Lyne, solors for liquidator 

Bray & Co. Lusrrep— Petn for windi . presented April 15, directed to be heard at the 
County Court Hall Bank et, Sheffield, May 5, at 2. head & Co, Bank chmbre, 
George st, Sheffield, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
pamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 4 

Enpurayxce Seamtess Tuse anp Viat Co, Limttep —Creditors are required, on er before 
May 31, to send their names and addressses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

Chamberlain, 4, New Bartholomew st, Birmingham. Pinsent & Co, solors for 


G R & Ben Catcorr, Limrrep -Creditors are required, on or before Jane 6, to send 
their names addi and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John George 
D hy, Albion chmbrs, Bristol 

Grorce Tuwssenp & Sox, Loutrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to rend 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to David 
Haason, Green In, Halifax 

Gotpen Arrow Mivye, Limrrep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are uired, in Europe, on 
or before June 18 elsewhere July 18, to send their names and resses, and the par- 
ticulars ot their deb s or claims, erick Moore, 34 and 36, Gresham st. Blackman, 
Gresham House, Old Broad st, solor for liquidator 

H Surroy & Co, Limirep (1s Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before June 

3, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Arthur Truman Littlejohn, Bucklersbury 

Harais & Sraeatton, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before May 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particutars of their debts and claims, to David Owen, 
Bank chmbrs, Devizes. Smith, Melksham, Wilts, solor for liquidator 

Kerou.ta Sreamsuip Co, Liwvrep—Creditors are required, on before May 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their detts or claims, to Thomas Cairns, 
Cosyns House, 1, Quayside, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Lona Reer Gotp Mixixe Co, Lumrrp (in Ligurpatiox) —Creditors are required, on or 
before May 31, to their names and addres:es, and the particulars cf their debts or claims, 
to Allen G Bartholomew, 695, i House, London Wall. Thompson, Copthall av, 
solor for liquidator 

PostLeTawaite’s Eskett Mixixe Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before May 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of ir debts or claims, to 
Andrew Reed, 36, King st, Whitehaven 

River Piats Constauction Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to 
send their names and ad , and the of their s or claims, to Gilbert 
Taylor, Basildon House, i 





st. Norton & Co, solors for liquidator 

Witxkrxson’s, Lourep - Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to John Butterfield, 2, 
Darley st, Bradford Mossman & Co, Bradford, solors for liquidator 

Warient, Burier, & Co, Limrren—Creditors are rr on or before May 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W 
ae Se 7, St James gdns, Swansea. Collins & Woods, Swansea, solors for 

iquidator 
London Gazette.—Torspay, April 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuitep rm Caancery. 


Arias Gop Mixgs, Luurep —Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Charles 
Cartner Smith, 9, New Broad st. Vallance & Co, solors for liquidatur 

Crswapark, Locrep (ix Votortary Liquipation)—Creditors are uired, on or before 
June 7, to send their names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
toA , 66, Cannon st. Allen & Co, Philpot In, solors for liquidator 

Farina anp Trapixe, Loarep—Petn for winding up, presented April 21, directed to be 
heard May 10. Stephens, Lioyds ay cuher Senger Notice of ake 





ay, 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 9 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 22. 


Row.anD, Saran, Chantrey rd, Leavy Greave, Sheffield, Cutlery Dealer May 16 Bar- 
tholomew v Marsden, Kekewich, J Fawcett, Sheffield 


London Gasette.—Turspay, April 26, 
Atos, Brewortu Tropotet, Abbrt’s Hill, Derby June6 Newbold vy Kirby, Kekewich, 
J Eddowes, The Strand, Derby 
Buat, Percivat Jouxsoy, St Swithin’s In, Solicitor June 6 Lovegrove vy Went, Keke- 
wich, J Blythe, Craven st, Charing Cross 


CanmicuazL, Davin Fremantix, Dynevor rd, Richmond, Surrey July 20 Young v 
Wedder' , Judge in Chambers, Room No 267, Courts of Justice Hicks, Gray’s 
inn &q 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or CLam. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 22. 

Arrtor, Saran Ann, Blythburgh, Suffolk May 16 Cooper, Southwold 
Arrwoop-Matuews, Beysamin St Jony, Pontrilas Court, Hereford June 24 Lilan- 

warne, Heref 
Bacoy, Henry, St Augustine rd, Camden sq May 24 Dani+li, Gt Winchester st 
Ba.pry, Catnerine Ann, South Shiel@s May 30 Newlands & Newlands, South Shields 
Barrarp, Mary Ayn, Clerkenwell May15 Rutland, Chancery lo . 
Baxter. Rosetta, Wocdford Green, Estex May 24 Satchell & Chapple, Queen st, 

Cheapside 
Bennett, Witi1am, Croydon, Wine Merchant May 31 Edridge & Newnham, Croydon 
Bomatsox, Mary Axx, Southses May 31 Dashper, Portsmouth 
Buck, Mary Ayn, Fen Ditton, Cambridge May 21 Foster, Cambridge 
Csuapwick, Marcaret, Rochdale May 23 Hartley & Son, Rochdale 


Cmapwick, Samcrt, Ashton under Lyne, Baths Manager April 30 Pownall, Ashton 
under L; ne 


ee. Grorck, Hawkswick, nr St Albans, Coal Master May 28 Freer & Co, 
i ester 


CuEckianp, Grornce Epwarp, Thurmaston Hall, Leicest«r, Colliery Proprietor May 28 
Freer & “o, Leicester 


Covucsman, Annetre Exiza, Milverton Hill, Leamington, Warwick May 18 Mitchell, 
Birmiogt am 


Couttate, Toomas, Leeds June4 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Crisrorp, Marrua Sanrna, Hastings May 21 Davenport & Co, Hastings 

Dawson, Epwanrp, Newcastle upon Tyne, Cashier May 23 Richardson & Flder, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Dicker, Sornia Fiupe, Ealing May 31 Freeman & Son, Foster In, Cheapside 

—_a GatnsrorD, Rayleigh, Essex, Draper May 31 Wood & OC», Southend on 


Epwarps, James Rocn, Salisbury June15 Traill &Co, Queen Victoria st 


Foan, Gzoros Henry, Cambridge st, Fruiterer Button & Co, Covent garden 

Foreman, Wituram, Lidgate, Suffolk, Wheelwright May 31 Bromley, Blomfield st 

Haove, James, Botany, Ashton under Lyne April3) Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 

Herein, Caro.ixe, Stepney May 31 Birchall & Edwards Fenchurch bidgs 

Hickman, Exiza Jaxz, Handsworth Junel Lee & Co, Birmingham 

Houtissnep, Exizasets, Ramsgate May 31 Hepworth & Co, Finsbury 

Horwoop, Taomas Wricut, Sparkbrook, Birmingham June 6 Burton, Birmingham 

aaa Axgrsur, Waterloo pl, Pall mall, Barrister at Law May 31 Druces & Attlee 
liter sq ' 


James, Samvet Epwix, 8 ey, Boot Manufact May 23 i 
fom os itepn ufacturer May Swectland & Greenhill, 


Jzxniuas, Axx, Beverley, Yorks May 21 White, Gt Driffield 
Jouzs, Many Frances, Brincliffe, Sheffield July 18 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 


Kixastox, Jaxz, York June1 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Kwicat, Joxas, Asoton under Lyne, Flax Merchant May 21 Knight, Manchester 
Luoyp, Bicnarp, Oswestry, Salop May 25 Whitfield, Oswestry 
Loxrorp, Axx Matitpa Pavtine, Gloucester sq, Hyde Park May 31 H 
Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn oe ae 
Maagr.ext, Joux Harry, Checkley, Staffs June 1 Wilkins, Uttoxeter 
Mansu, Jouy, Canterbury, Baker May 20 Mowll & Mowill, Canterbury 
Maztix, Josrrn, Everton, Liverpool, Foreman May 24 Johnson, Liverpool 


Menrrart, Epwis Rosiysox, lands Lees, Haworth, Yorks, Worsted Spi 
Weatherhead & Knowles, Bingley . orsted Spinner June 8 


Mocxiow, asia, Birmingham, Assessor of Taxes June 10 Newey & fon, 


Nixon, Joszru, Newburn, nr Walbottle, Northumberland 
iced nae , Northum , Farmer May 2 Stanford & 


Parzy, Wit1iam, Holloway June9 Patey, Finsbury sq 
Prosgrt, Tuomas, Hampton in Arden, Warwick May 31 Colmore & Monckton, 


Bates, Wi1114M, Southampton, Bellhanger May 28 Waller, Southampton 
Ber, Catuerixe, Fulham June 1 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeante’ inn, Fleet st 


— 


Rirey, Mary Any, Banbury, Oxford May 30 Pellett & Pellatt, Banbury 
Rosrnson, Witt1am Epwanrp, Sheriff Hill, Gateshead June3 Swinburne, Gateshead 
Rounp, Janz, Harborne, Staffs May 21 Caddick & Co, West Bromwich 


Skinner, Heyry Peanman, Plymouth, Contractor May 16 Carthew & Wheel 
Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 


Srences, Joun Wittiam, Torton, Lancs May18 FallaSar & Co, Bolton 
Ewars, Wiiiram, Liverpool June1 Gregson & Wilson, Liverpool 


Swiwsurne, Coarves Atrrep, JP, Andover, Southampton, Barrister at Law May % 
Dowson & Co, Surrey st, Victoria Em) ent 


Tarters, Joun, Gatesheid June3 Swinburne, Gateshead 

Tuorwety, Wit11am, Hampstead May 30 Thornely & Cameron, Liverpool 

Water, Harry, Hatton gin May 19 Wakeford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Wavynitt, Mary Exiza, Dorset May 28 Hughes, Edgware rd 

Warwick, Hanyan, Oughterside, Cumberland May 20 Mason, Workington 
Wiaervtt, Ricwarp, Sheffield, Brewer June24 H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 

Wiaa, Carr, Hove, Sussex May31 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 

WILLIAMS, : i Whitwood Mere, Featheratone, Yorks, Grocer May 24 Wilson 


Witurams, Saran Frances McManon, Croydon May 31 Jones, Temple av 

Woop, Atrrep Taomas, Highbury May 23 Wigan & Co, Victoria Embankment 

Woon, Sugnen, Upper Hackney, Darley Dale, Derby, Farmer May 28 Severne, Wirks 
we 


London Gazettz.—Toesoay, April 26. 
AseFrorD, CATHERINE, Bradley Down, nr Tiverton, Devon Mayi Ashford, Plymouth 
Berry, Jonn Cuarves, Shanklin, Iof W Junel Urry & Woods, Ventnor 
Borreritu, Jessir, Tunbridge Wells May 31 Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool 
Brapiey, Exvizaseta, Thorner, nr Leeds May 28 Kurby & Son, Harrogate 
Braviey, Joun, Thorner, nr Leeds, Farmer May 28 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
Brick, Samvet, Highley, Salop Junel0 Marcy & Co, Bewdley 
Brooks, Joun, Lye, Worces‘er, Anvil Manufacturer May9 Mobberley, Lye 
Brows, Eurty Groraiana, Sydenham May 31 Godwin, Cannon st 
Crayton, Moszs, Bradford May 31 Wood, Leeds 
Currrorp, Jane, Walthamsiow May 31 Prockter & Grimes, Hamilton House, Bishopsgate 
Cowkrn, Exvzanor, Liverpool May 28 Jackson, Liverpsol 
Crosspy, Wituiam, Salford, Doctor May24 Wrigley & Co, Oldham 
Dae, Jouy, Scarborough May 10 Watts & Co, Scarborough 
— ry ALEX inpger, Twickenham Park May 31 Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st, 
md s' 


De Para, Francisco Mania, Liendo, Province of Santander, Spain, Merchant May %l 
Murray & Co, Birchin ln 

Dryspa.e, Ropert Carstairs, Tewkesbury May 31 Collyer & Co, Bedford row 

Fisuer, Jonny, Dawley, Salop, Licensed Victualler June5 Holmes, Dawley 

For, Marra, Sturminster Newton, Dorset May8 Creech, Sturm‘nster Newton, Dorset 


Gant, Henry, West Norwood, Licensed Victualler June1 Timbrell & Deighton, King 
William st, London Bridge 


Harereaves, Ricuarp, Walton, Liverpool May19 Wright & Co, Liverpool 


Harris, Witt1am, Elgin crescent, Notting Hill May 23 Platts & Co, Norfolk st, 
Victoria Embankment 


Hastiz, Juctia CaTuerine, Denmark hill June4 Baileys_& Co, Berners st 
Hoarz, Atraev, Bryanston sy, Beer Hous: Keeper June2 Keen: & Co, Seething ln 
Hovatay, Jonn Henay, Norton Convers, nr Ripon, Yorks, Farmer May 3L Wise & Son, 


ipon 
Irwin, Mary Awy, Brightor July 31 Clifton, New ct, Lincoln's inn 
Jump, Mary, Eastbourne June8 St Barbe & Co, Delahay st, Westminster 


Kane, Micuakt, Fairfield, Manchester, Lodging house Keeper Jane 7 Dixon & Linnell, 
Manchester 


Lawrence, AntHosy Cocks, Andoversford, Glos May 24 Carr & Co, High Holborn 
Lowruer, Juun Puiu, Cricklewood May 25 Turner, Cannon st 


Mayners,eRight Hon Lady Apetiza Martitpa, Belgrave mans, Grosvenor gdns May % 
Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 


Mazsig, Samve., Chelmarsh, Salop Junel0 Marcy & Co, Bewdley 

Nerrieton, Estuer Exizasera, Mirfield, Yorks May 31 Gledhill, Dewsbury 

O’ Baten, James, Ballynalacken, Lisdoonvarna, Clare May 20 Roche & Sons, Dublin 

O.pmay, Cuaries Epmunp, MD, Blechingley, Redhill, Surrey May31 Oldmam & Co, Old 
Chancery lo 


Serjeants’ inn, ry | 

Oxproyp, Wit.ram, Flockton, Thornhill, Yorks, Farmer July 1 Chadwick & Sons, 
Dewsbury, 

Ot.ey, Wii114m, Tilbury Docks, Essex, General Engineer June 9 Hatten & Aeplin, 
Grays, Essex 


Payne, Witu1am, Southsea June ll Cousins & Barbidge, Portsmouth 

Peake, Harriet Toompson, Chariton, Dover May 27 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Ripeuey, Francis Gissons, Dalston In, Merchant May 27 Hastings, Macclesfield 
Rosinsow, Frances, Whitehaven, Cumberland May 26 Brown &Co, Whitehaven 
Sixczr, Georce, Upper Clapton May7 Jennings, Walbrook 


Smuates, Tuomas, Sandgate, nr Brisbane, Queensland, Austealia, Army Captain May 3l 
Blyth & Co, Gresham House 


Srixx, Ecvizaners, Bridlington, Yorks March 28 Park & Son, Hull 

Taytor, Aticz, Montpelier, Bristol May 23 Danger & Cartwright, Bristol 

Tuomas, Jane, Liverpool May 25 North & Co, Liverpool 

Taompson, Rev Josern Henry, Bath May7 Waldron & Sons, Curdiff 

Tsomsos, Joun, Bowdon, Chester June7 Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 

Toman, J yond we by George st, Hanover sq, Dental "Surgeon Mayi7 Gresham & Co, 
Turtoy, Mary, Burnley, Leeds June 4 Calvert, Leeds 

Urrox, Epwix, Newark upon Trent May 31 Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark upon Trent 





BRewecke, 3 Avsvervus, Westbourne gins, Bayswater May 25 Nickinson & Co, 





WALKLING, Many Ann, Southsea May 31 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Asrams, Parurp, Leeds Leeds a Agee 19 Ord April 19 

AsHworTH, JOHN, ™m, Butcher Burnley Pet 
March 30 Ord April 18 

Avry, Toomas James, and Jonn Epwarp Auty, Batley, 
Yorks, Hairdressers Dewsbury Pet April 19 Ord 
April 19 

Brrxsy, Frep, Low Moor, Cab Proprietor Bradford Pet 
April 4 Ord April 18 

BrawaM, R. Pease, Jeweller Brighton Pet March 15 
Ord April 18 


Cuampron, Caantes Gosxe, Ironmonger In, Solicitor Lewes 
Ord April 19 

Cotuier, WILLIAM, aaa, Glam, Fitter Cardiff Pet 
April18 Ord April 18 

Corxe, Jonn Dean, —, Builder Rochester Pet 
April 7 Ord April 1 

Doouey, JosErn, iikeston, Slater Derby Pet April 20 

Ord Ap ril 20 


Evans, Jem HowELt, ara Ourfitter Swansea Pet 
April 20 Ord April 20 


oe waa Leeds Leeds Pet April 19 Ord 

pril 19 

GorpsmiTH, Parr, South Shields, House Furnisher 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April19 Ord April 19 


Goven, Danret, Aberavon, Labourer Aberavon Pet 
April 20 Ord April 20 

GrezENwoop Brotuers, Dartford, Haulage Contractors 
Rochester Pet March17 Ord ‘April 18 

Gatzr, CATHERINE, Fo Oat hor bey Tobacconist Ponty- 


pridd Pet April 20 


GrossMAN, Isaac, eae "Manchester, Traveller 
Manchester Pet March 12 Ord A: 18 
Gwittiam, Tuomas, Welli _& ops Tax Collector 


ington, 

Madeley Pet April 16 Ord April 

Hamuertos, Jonn Rosert, Bournemouth Bootma ker 
Poole Pet April 20 Ord April 

Hiceixs, Epwis, ay rey saan, Baker Newport, Mon 
Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Hitt & Co, Henry, Croydon, Auctioneers Croydon Pet 
March i8 Ord April 1 

Hive, Jonx, Ludlow. alo, aed Merchant Leominster 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Howes, nnd Brrant, Caversham Reading Pet March 12 
Ord April 16 

Hopson, Gzorcze Maxwe tt, es, Kent, Plumber 
Canterbury Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Jackson, Neat Woo..ey, ‘wood, 2 ym Inn- 
keeper Salisbury Pet April 18 Ord April 18 

JEWKES, ro Belper, Y ssamed Greengrocer Derby Pet 
A Ord April 7 


P 
JonEs, Dar 1p Hues, Bethesda, Carnarvoa, Tailor Bangor 


Pet April19 Ord April 19 
ton upon Hull, Joiner Kingston 


Joxzs, Revusey, Kings’ 
upon Hull . Pet April 18 POrd April 18 
Jonzs, Taomas George, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Quarryman 
Bangor Pet Aprili8 Ord April 18 
Jowett, Meiior, Low Fell, D 2! | t ee Newcastle 
on e Pet April19 Ord April 
Keeiey, Joux WILLIAM, “yoy Notts, Hairdresser 
Derby Pet A = Ord April 19 
wong, Harry, sq, Mercantile Clerk High Court 
a 19 6rd . Apai , a 
Kus, € HARLES, Chelsea, r to a Lamp Shade 
h Court Pet Leper April 20 Ord _—* 20 
st, Manufacturers’ Agent High Co 


March 25 Ord Aj April 20 
wee Josrag, jan, » eee Builder Ipswich Pet 
April 18 Ord April 1 


Lewis, Epwiy, taet Hants, Mantle Maker Ports- 
mouth Pet Aprilis Ord April 18 

MarsHati, Farperic, and Wittiam Marsuaur, Blooms- 
pe Ae" 8q, Solicitors’ High Court Pet July 16,1993 Ord 

pr 

Meuew, Huser, Stotfold, ae. General Smith Bedford 
Pet "April 19 Ord A: April 19 

Mies, Ernest WILLIAM Warren, Brixton hill High Court 
Pet March 28 Ord April 

Parkinson, WALTER Smrra, Gt hgree BR Fish Merchant 
Gt Grimsby Pet A 19 Ord April 19 

Pzarcr, Grorcr, Netley Abbey, vr Grocer 
Southampton Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Pearetu, J Twispen, . ee Hants Guildford Pet 


15 Pet April 19 

Prickett, Henry, Rampside, nr Barrow in Furness, Farmer 
Barrow in Furness Pet “april 19 Ord April 19 

Ramsay, Witt1am Joun, Holloway rd, —— Agent High 

et March 23 Ord April 

Bovenve, Eaget Crays hill, nr Billericay Essex, Carpenter 
Chelmsford Pet March 26 Ord April 18 

Rivre oe | Cuaapwick, Patricroft, Eecles. Lanes, Grocer 
Salford Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Scorr, Ropert WuyTe, Sunder , Artificial Teeth Maker 
Sunderland Pet April 20 Ord "April 20 

Smoxs, CLARA eo Hull, Builder Bradford Pet 


Feb3 Ord April 
Wottingha: m, Fishmonger Nottingham 


Srooxzr, Henry, 
Pet April ® ‘Ord Fm 18 

Pes Dramatic Author 

April 16 


omens, 3 Lo a 
Pet March as 
anos, Anns, Felet In, Bolicitee High Court Pet 
19 

Tozer, Ricuarp, eee Ey Sarrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
Feb 12 Ord April 

Wrinsrzin, Harris, Whitechapel -. Sat Maker High 
Court Pet April 20 ne ril 2 

Wi.uerr, Eveearp, Petle ar Stonemason 
High Court Pet anes py Don ooh 

Wray, Frepericx, Hednesf Grocer Walsall 
Pet April19 Ord April i 

Amended notice substituted for that eee in 


the London Gazette of April 19 
Jauzs, Jonxy, Manchester, Dra; Manch: er Pet Apri 
16’ Ord April 16 Hs “s = 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
3 Par, Leds May 2at 12.30 Off Rec, 22, Park 


Auty, mg Se James, and Jons Epwarp Aurty, | 

orks, Hairdressers May 3 - 11 Off Rec, Bank 

chmbrs, Cor tion st, Dewsb 

aes, Fup w Moor, Bradford, < Cab Proprietor May 

cuted Otte, "ices ¢ a April 30 at 11 

mM ary, Kingston uj a 

Off beng Peg ln, Fall 

CLARK, FRancrs 1LL1E, Monkseaton, Northumberland, 

ectioner May 2 at 12 Off Reo, 380, st, 

Newcastle on Tyne 

Corr, Joun Drax, Rochester, Builder May2 at 12.30 115, 

High st, Rochester 

Doo.ey JosEPH, Ilkeston, Slater April 30at11 Of Rec, 

47, Fall st, Derby 
Dowsiz, Cuar.es Mawners, Crouch Hill, Electrical 
ingincer May 3atil Bankruptcy bidgs. "Carey st 

Evans, Davip, Abercynon, Glam, Colliery Ripper May 2 

at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

FIxatson, Ggeatp Duca Greenheys, Lancs, Wine 
hant May 2at3 of Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

Frets, Tuomas, Leeds May 2at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


on= a Wit11am, Tooting, Baker May 2 at 11.3) 
git — . 
Grunt Jo OHN, way Signalman May 2 
at 10.30 


Ww: 
May 4at12 Off Rec, Fi In, Sheffield 
GrREENWoop Bros, Kent, Haulage Contractors 
May 2at11.45 115, High st. Rochester 
Grecory, Richarp Henry, Irlams o’ th’ 
smith May 2at2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, ‘anchester 
Grossman, Isaac, Strangeways, Manchester, Traveller 
May 4 at 2.30 ’ Off Ree Byrom st Manchester 
Harris, Jouy, pston, eaten, Blacksmith April 
3)at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Harvey, Geratp Ricnarp Mvscrave, ‘Throgmorton av, 
aoe May 4 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
re 


Hoven, Weenensan, pig ah Machinist May 2 at 10.45 
Off , 14, Chapel st, Prest 
moms, 8 H, oo Court sq May 6 at230 Bankruptcy 
igs_ Carey 
Hopson, Water Cramp, Belsize Park egine, Wine Merchant 
May 3atil Bankruptcy vito, aoe st 
Home, Joun Toomas, Luton, Confectioner ‘April 30 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Jackson, Neat Woou.ey, Ringwood, Southampto: 
keeper May 2ati12 Off Ree, City chmbrs, 
3 
J —, Joun, Manchester, fae oe Be Diaper May 2 at 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manch 
P= 4 Metxor, Low Fell, ’ Dechenn, Guilder April 39 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st. Newsastle on Tyne 
Korcasr & Co, Finsbury pvmt House, 


Merchants May 3 
at.2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
a, Cant, Goring st, Houndsditch, Merchant May 2 
at ll Bankruptcy bi , Carey st 
Lawrence, Josiau, jun, wich, Builder May 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 36, oot st, 
Lewis, Epwiy, Land; iy ~-y Mantle Maker May 3 
at3 Off Rec, Cunbritige junc, High st, Portsmouth 
Lickorisa, JosHua Sipyey, Soutbamption row, Solicitor 
May5at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

LivincstToneg, JOHN Dome Dee, Dock, Glam, Doctor April 30 
at 12 117, St Mary 

MARSHALL, Daneeuna. War Witi1am MarsxHart, Blooms- 
any sq, Solicitors May 2 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

Maneuact, Le od Georce Epwarp Marsnatt, All 
Saints Westbourne Park, aang Case kers 
May 4 ant 11 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 

Mortimer, WILLIAM, gham, Glos, Butcher April 30 
at12 Off Rec, Station rd. Gloucester 

Osporne, Bertie sspencniwontber,| Taal Confectioner May 
3 at 12 135, H st, Merth: 

—, Guonok, N . ” Abbey. Rostaensten, Grocer May 

Bank chmbrs, High st, South. 


= 

ene, , = a Holloway rd, House Agent Ma 
2ati2 Bankru Dd st Jf 

Ricnarpson, Horace, Brockley, Cheesemonger May 2 at 
12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

SpPRINGHAM, Josera, Stanstead Abbotts, nr Ware, Herts, 

er Retailer April 30 at 11.30 Off Ree, 14, Bedford row 

Summers, Jounw Henry, Liverpool, Provision Merchant 
May 3 at 12 ae? Ben) 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Tapor, Arraur, t in, Solicitor May 2 at 11 
Bankruptcy than jarey st 

=a Tons, Derby, Tailor April 30 at 12 Off Ree, 47, 

st, y 

Weinsrem, Harnis, Whitechap2l rd, Cabinet Maker May 
Sat il jong ef bldgs, ogg J st 

Wuirrie tp, Joun, East End Park, Leeds, Builder May 2 
at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Wairtrietp, Ricnarp, East End Park, Leeds, Builder 
May 2at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Waser, Everarp, Petley nM, Hammersmith, Stonemas )n 
May 4at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


n, Ing- 
diess st, 


WituiaMs, ABRAHAM, Cardi, Fruiterer April 30 at 11 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Leeds Pet April 19 Ow 


ABRAMS, a 
A 


Aury, Tome James, and Joun Epwarp Autry, Batley, 
Hairdressers 


pe Dewsbury Pet April 19 Ord 

A 

Senne. — Low we Bradford, Cab Proprietor 
lord Pet April 18 


Ord A) 
Sues, * im iy Brehion, eweller ape Pet March 15 


March 24 
Caste, oak Tuomas, Wells st 





‘3 poms s Jan3) Ord a ie 
jos ILLIE, Shields, oner 
Ne on Tyne Pet March 31 Ord April 19 


aioe n, Gnowa morGE, and Henry Eis, atten, Builders - 
Pet “agg 
Oxford st. mad s 


Cortrer, Wiu11aM, Maesteg, Glam, Fitter Cardiff Pet 
April 18 Ord April 18 
Eckersau, SuakesPeaer, Radcliffe, Lancs, Retail Clothier 
Bol ‘et March 22 Ord April 19 
Outfitter Swansea Pet 
20 


Leeds Pet Aprili9 Ord aun 
er New- 


Evays, = How 
Firtu, Taomas, 
GOLDSMITH, Pau, es — aro 
castle on Tyne April April 19 
Govan, oe Glam, Labourer Neath and 
20 


Ab2ravon April 
Grecory, Ricnarp = ana o’ the Height, Lancs, 
Blacksmith Salford Pet 15 Ord April 18 
Grier, CATHERINE, I 9)"Ond ape a Ponty- 
pridd Pet April 20 


Gwituiam, Tomas, Salon, Tax Collector 
Madeley P Pet Apel 16 se April 
ae ~ wy © JouN wy 4 


‘et, April 20 % . ~~ 


Hieerns, Epwty. 


April19 Ord A: ie 
Hise, Jou, Ludiow, Timber Merchant Leominster 
Pet April 20 Ord A 
Hupsox, Gsorczk Maxwe.i, Wingham, p> Plumber 


Canterbury Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Jackson, Neat Woo..ey, thampton, Inn- 
alisbury Pet 1s 0.4 “April 18 

JAMES, amy Manchester, per Manchester Pet April 


16 ~— 
Jongs, Davip a. Bethesda, Tailor Bangor Pet April 
19 Ord A 


pril 19 

Joums, 5 “7 Kings on on Hull Joiner Kingston on 
et April 18 Ord April 18 

Pe... 5 tH EORGE, Bet eres, Quarryman 

Bangor Pet A: 18 Ord April 18 
JowgTt, Me.xor, Low Fell, 7 aed Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet’ fore 19 Ord April 19 

mien, went Bel pave a, , Mercantile Cierk High Court 
19 19 

mer eC yn Tudor st, Fellow High Court Pet Jan 
ril 18 


Lawrence, Jouam,} jun, Ipswich, Builder Ipswich Pet 
April 18 Ord 18 

Lewis, Epcar Parry, Pembroke Dock, Auctioneer 
broke Dock Pet April 13 Ord A) 

os 2 Lye tt Mantle Maker Portsmouth Pet 


Ord 
Partsa, ALFRED, Breckloy , Gaston and Florist Gre:n- 
rd April 19 


wich Pet April 12 - 

Parkisson, Waiter Suita, at Grimsby, Fish Merchan* 
Gt Grimsby Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Pearce, Gzeorce, pe. y Abbey, Southampton, Grocer 
South et April 18 Ord April 18 

Prickett, Henry, 3 o's nr Barrow in Furness 
Farmer Barrow in Furness Pet April 19 O.d 
April 19 


River, Joay Caapwick, Patricroft, Eccles, Lancs, Grocer 
Salford Pet.April 20 Ord April 20 
Scott, Ropeat Wayte, Sunderland, Artificial Teeth Maker 
Sunderland Pet April 20 Ord “april 2 
wos ~ > * Hewsry, Le ey Fishmonger Nottingha a 
et 


Pem- 


April 18 Ord april 1 
Tasor, Artuor, Phil 4 B solicitor High Court Pet 
A 9 Ord Apr 
Txompsoyx, Epwarp, Gt Marylebone st, Silversmith High 
Court Pet Feb24 Ord  mdheg 
TorNBvLt, in ye aw Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
Feb 12 Ord April 16 


Walveeen, nana Whitechapel rd, Cabinet Maker High 
Court ‘Pet Apri! 20 Ord April 20 

Westwoop, Fiorence, Charlotte *. Portland pl High 
Court Pet March 10 Ord Fonds 

Wittert, Everarp, Petley rd, Hammersmith, Stonemason 
High Court Bot April 20" Ord April 20 

Wise, R F, South Tottenham, Pianoforte Manufacturer 

Wasa - >, Deensthorpe, Nortiempton, Contractor 

RIGHT, ALFRED am) mn! 
Peterborough Pet March 29 pril 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
ion Gazette of March 4: 

Jackuix, Josepa Towsseyp, Belchford, Lincs, Farmer and 

Cattle Dealer Lincoln Pet Feb6 Ord March 2 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Burier, Joux Heyry, Corn Market, Pontefraci, Painter 

Wakefield Adjud March 1, 1898’ Annul April 12, 1904 
London Gazette. me hy a April 26. 
RECEIVING RS. 

Bansury, Le By ey Vester, Lof W, Cycle Agent 

Newport Pet April 23 Ord A 


pril 
ange, en Merchant 
Ipswich, Market Gardener 
upon Hull, a Kings- 
upon Hull Pet april 22 Ord April22__ 
Senn Epwarp James, Bumingham, Builder Birmingham 
Pet A 22 Ord April 
Bonsick, auras, Ingleton, Yorks, Flour Dealer Kendal 
Bouck, Erwis Be APiites pk Highgate, Traveller to 
sia unition Merebant Bit urs Pet April 21 
Burpoy, ean Darlington, Coach Builder Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet 21 Ord April 21 
Cuestox, Cuaries F, Taunton, Stationer Taunton Pet 
i12 Ord April 23 
Coors, Auice. Prestwich, Lanes, Milliner Salford Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 
Davies, Goprrey Joax, Liangwm U: 
Victualler Newport, Mon Pet Apel 2 ‘On Apel 3 
Auctioneer Burnley 


Dvepats, goumen aw. 
April 22 Ord A) 


B - Pet Fn 
ENDALL WARD GEORGE, 
Ipswich Ord April 21 

Boxset CHARLEs, 


on Tees, Tailor Stock- 


DonrHoryg, Jonn i 
Ep re >. Ane rake Rotten, Drage Notting- 
WARDS, an, 
Mam. Pet Bt Ord Apri 21 
Fisnee, WALTER Harman, Brondesb me in Antiques 
Court Pet April8 Ord A 


ERESFORD, gins, South 








Firzesratp, Grraip 
Kensington High 


Court Pet April 22 Ord April 22 





ee 
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Frost, Cuaries, Catford, Carpenter Kingston, Surrey 
Pet April 22 Ord Aoril 22 

Gortz, G, Masons av, Publican High Court Pet March 
31 Ord April 22 

Gort, Jonx Amprosz. Horsforth nr Leeds, Coal Merchant 
Leeds Pet April2i Ord April 21 

Graiscer, Maxncarer Repecca, Worcester, 
Worcester Pet April14 Ord April 23 

GreExwoop, CuaR_es Ropert, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
Lee Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Guuucaian Apranam, Manchester, Shipper High Court 
Pet March 10 Ord April 22 

Hesry, ALEXANpER, Pump ct, Temple, Barrister at Law 
Sigh Court Pet March 29 Ord April 22 

Howe.t. Heyry Cnarirs, Torquay, Accountant Excter 
Pet April 20 Ord April 29 

Hunter, Arcaeaip D, Lavender sweep, Clapham Common, 
— Agent Wandsworth Pet March 8 Ord 

DI 
—— a, Wigan, Builder Wigan Pet April22 Ord 


Grocer 


Jackson, James Hernert, Wetherby mans, FEarl’s Court, 
Clerk High Court Pet April22 Ord April 22 

James. Epwin Morais, Maesteg, Glam, Fishmonger Cardiff 
P-t April 22 Ord April 22 

James, Jauzs Exocn. Ammanford, Carmarthen, Foreman 
in Colliery Yard Carmarthen Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Jones, CHartes Scarrt,and THomas Freperick Srain- 
ForTH, Kingston upon Hull, Printers Kingston upon 
Hull Pet April 2 Ord April 21 

Jonrs, Evan Lewis, Sketty, Swansea Swansea Pet April 
23 Ord April 23 

Kearstey, Taomas, Leigh, Lancs, Contracte: Bolton Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Lams, Witutam Bertison, Ilkeston, Baker Derby Pet 
April 9 Ord April 22 

Matntas, Jonx Eowarp, Millbrook, Carmarthen, Public 
Accountant Carmarthen Pet April8 Ord April 21 

Nasu. A'exanpes, Catford, Brush Manufacturer High 
Court Pet April 2t Ord April 21 

Nicso.ison, Lawrence, Thornton le Beans, nr North- 
+ fracas Northallerton Pet April21 Ord 

21 


A 

Owey ,Epwarp, Newtown, Montgomery, Chemist Newtown 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 oh 

Owens, Jounx, Newtown, Montgomery, Photographer New- 
town Pet April 21’ Ord April 2i 

Partixctow, Cuartes Toomas, Urmston, ur Manchester, 
Blacksmith Salford Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Pearce, Grorce Witi1am, Middlesbrough, Lead Burner 

ugh Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Pget, Jonx Josern, Cheapside, Manufacturer’s Agent 
High Court Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Poo.z, Jonx, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer North- 
ampton Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Rankin, Rosert E High Court Pet March 23 Ord 
April 20 


Rawuins, Sipyey, Ford, Wilts, Farmer Salisbury Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

Ritsox, Rosret Campsett, Southampton, Commerc‘al 

ravi Southampton Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Brxon, Joax, and Joan Cartey Farren, Higham Ferrers, 
yee oe, Brick Man urers Northampton 
Pet April8 Ord April 23 

Rosinsox, Jonn, Skyrethornes, nr Skipton, Farmer Brad- 
ford Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Ropgr, Atrrep Eaxest, Kimberworth. Rotherham, Yorks, 
Milk Dealer Sheffield Pet April8 Ord April 21 

Surerert, Pracy, Littlehampton, Corn Merchant Brighton 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Simmons & Box, Goswelird High Court Pet March 25 


Ord April 21 

SuirH, Harey, Blackpool, Licensed Victusller Preston 
Pet April 6 Ord April 22 

Surrn, Herseet Taomas, Warn.inster, Wilts, Grocer 
Frome Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Sxarz, Josern Heney, Bolton, Herbalist Bolton Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 


Sraries, Sanag Caruenine, Nottingham, Provision Dealer 
Notting’ Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Treey, Wii11am, Basingstoke, Builder Winchester Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 


Taoursos, ALEXANDER, Newcastle upon Tyne, Saddler New- 
castle on Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Wuezter, Jouxy, Holmer, Hereford, Corn Merchant's 

Hereford Pet April22 Ord April 22 

Witpmas, Joz Harry, Bradford, lately a Tobacconist 
Bradford Pet april9 O:d April 2t 

Witxort, Joux. Darley Dale, Derby, Nursersman Derby 
Pet March 8 Ord April 21 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Grorce Moytacv, Noidfa, Rhosneigr, nr 
aa Carmarthen Rec Ord Feb6é Resc 
A 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Axpaews, Wiirerp James, Oxford May 4 at 12 1, St 
Aldate’s, Oxford 
Barrer, Georce, and Arerert Feex, metestes. Boot 
Manufacturers May 6 at 230 Royal Hotel, Kettering 
Beprosp, Arraur Exmayve., Hereford, Licensed Victual- 
ler May 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, 174, Corporation st, 


Beanax, Jeweller May 12at 10.45 Off Rec, 
4, Pa’ , Brighton 

Buck, Eawis Groncz, Milton pk, Highgate, Traveller to an 
Ammunition Merchant May 6 at 12 Bankruptcy 


bldgs, Carey st 
Bottes, Witttam Hexry, Handsworth, Boot Repairer 
May 9at11_ 174, Corporation st, Birmi 
Auicsz, Prestwich, Lancs, May 6 at 3.30 
Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 
Davies, ALexawper, Dudley, W , Fender Mana- 
facturer May 5Satli Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, 
Duss, Rosert, Shildon, Durham, Builder May 4 at 11.20 
Hotel, Bishop Auckland 
Dras, Fase, Walsall, Boot Maker May5at12 Off Rec, 


Hoppise, 





Evans, Jouy, Bargeed, Glam, Grocer May 5 at 12 135, 
High st, Merthvr Tydfil 

Farmer, Tuomas, Bishop’s Castle, Salop May 9 at 10 4, 
Corn 3. Leominster 

Fisner, Watter Harman, Salusbury rd, Brondesbury, 
Dealer in Antiques May 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Fironett, Henry, and Tom Wiixtns, Frome, Somerset, 
Drapers May'4 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

ris' 

Firzeeratp. Geratp Berresrorp, Rosa gdns, South 
Kensington May6at11 Bankruptcy blégs. Carey st 

GotpssiTH. Putcir, South Shields, House Furnisher May 
4at 11.30 Off Rec. 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Gort, Jonn Amprose, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Coal Merchant 
May 4 at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Govan, Dayiet, Aberavon, Labourer May 5 at 1230 Off 
Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Greenwoop, CxHartes Rosert, Leeds, Commercial 
Traveller May Sat 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Gwrtitam, Tsomas, Wellington, Salop, Tax Collector May 
10atil Off Ree County Court Offices, Madeley 

Harper, Grorce, Gazeley, Suffolk, Farmer May 11 at 
10.15 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cory. Cambridge 

Hastert, Janz E.rey, Lenton. Nottingham, Widow May 
4at12 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Hive, Joun, Ludlow, Salop, Timber Merchant May 9 at 
10 4. Corn sq, Leominster 

Howe t, Heyry Cuarzes, Torquay, Avointant May 5 at 
10. Oft Rec, 9, Bedford circus. Exete 

and GrirritH Howet., Gowerton, nr 


Howett, WILLIAM 
ders May5at12 Off Rec,31, A'lexandia 


Swansea, Bui 
rd, Swansea 

Houpson, Grorce "“Maxwett, Wingham, Kent, Plumber 
May 12 at 9.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Houmpeseey, Hersert Cuarces, Birmingham, T-mber Mer- 
chant May 4ati1_ 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Horst, James, Wigan, Builder y5at10 Court house, 

ra *ford st, Wigan 

Jones, RevBen. Vey ee upon Hull, Joiner May 4 at 11 
Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Kearstey, Taomas, Leigh, Lanes. Contractor May 4at3 
Off Rec, 19, Exchange et, Bolton 

Lewis, Eooar Parry, Pembroke Dock, House Furnisher 
May 6 at 12.45 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Nicuoison, Lawrence, Thornton le Beans, nr North- 
allerton. Yorks, Blacksmith May 9 at 11.15 Court 
Honse, Northallerton 

Owen, Epwarp, Newtown, Montgomery, Chemist May 12 
at 19.15 1. High st, Newtown 

Owen. Joux, Newtown, Montgomery, Photographer May 
12at 10.15 1, High st, Newtown 

Papeett. Witttam Jouy, Gt Grimsby. Fruiterer May 4 at 
11 Off Rec, 15, Osb.rne st. Gt Grimsby 

Panis, Freperick Taomas, Easterton, nr Devizes, Coal 
—* May 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


Partincton. CHARLES Tomas, Urmston, nr Manchester, 
7 gaa May 6 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Pzet, Jonn Josep, Cheapside, Manufacturera’ Agent 
May 9%at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Peery. Freprick Wit1iam. Wednesbury, Baker May 5 
at 11.30 Off Ree, Wolverhampton 

Quixs, James CaRDWELL, » Warwick, Analyst 
May 5at11 174, Corporation st. Birmingbam 

Rankin, Ropert E May6at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
st 


Riper, Joun Cuapwick, Patricroft, Eccles, Lancs, Grocer 
May 6at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Ritsos, Rosert Campsett, Southampton, Commercial 
Traveller May2at4 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, 
High st. Southampton 

Rostysox, Joux, Skyethornes, nr Skipton, Farmer April 
6at3.30 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Siumons & Sox, Goswell rd y 6at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

st 


Carey 

Snrons, Cuana Louisa. Hull, Builder May 6 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Swarr, Joseen Henry, Bolton, Herbalist May 5 at 3.30 
15, Exchange st, Bolton 

Spoover, Henry. Nottingham, Fishmong2r May 4 at 11.30 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottimeham 

Sevaway, Fraycis Henny, Brockley, Furniture Dealer 
May 5at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Summers. Atrrep, Ton Pentre, Glam, Shoemaker May 4 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Tuompson, ALEXANDER, Newcastle on Tyne, Saddler May 
4at12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Tozer, Ricnaro, Merton, Surrey, Builder May 5 at 12 30 
94. Railway app, London Bridge 

Turton, Witttam Gapspy, Stockport, Cheshire, Jviner 
May 4 at 10.15 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 
Stockport 

Wane, Percy Witiram, Ienton, Nottingham, Hosiery 
B'eacher May6at12 4,Castlepl, Park st, Nottingham 

Witpmas. Joz Harry, Bradford y 6at3 Off Rec, 29, 
Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Witmor, Joux, Darley Dale, Derby, Nurseryman May 4 
at3 Off Bec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Wray, Frepericx, Hednesford, Staffs, Grocer May 6 at 
12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Weaicut, Atrrep, Deenethorpe, Northampton, Coatractor 
May 4at12 The Talbot Hotel, Oundle 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Assort, Freperick Srescer, Romford, Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet Feb 23 Ord April 19 

Awmiss. Joux, Bromyard, Hereford, Monumental Mason 
Worcester Pet Mar 24 Ord April 14 

Basevry, Faanx Srencake, Ventaor, I of W, Cycle Agent 
Newport Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Bazeartt, Epaunp Green, Warri m, Biscuit Merchant 
Warrington Pet April 23 April 23 

Beyxett, Cuartes, Kingston upon nll, Plumber Kiag- 
ston upon Hull Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Bosnick, Watrer, Ingleton, Yorks, Flour Dealer Kendal 
Pet — 23 Ord April 23 

Brows, Harny, Swindon, Grocer Swindoa Pet Mar 9 
Ord April 21 





Borpox, Curistorner, Darlington, Coach Builder & 
ton on Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Coors, Auicz, Prestwich, Lancs, Milliner Salford 
April 21 Ord April 21 2 

Corxe, Jonn Dean, Rochester, Builder Rochester 
April 7 Ord April 21 ‘ f 

Daviss, Goprery Joun, Lilangwm Ucha, Licensed ; 

ler Newport, Mon Pet April 22 Ord April 23 

Dootry. Josern, Ilkeston, Slater Derby Pet April 
Ord April 20 , 

Ducpate, Josers, Burnley, Auctioneer Burnley 
April 22 ot 22 ne 

Dontaorre, Jonn Hatt. Stockten on Tees, Tailor Sto¢ 

on Tees Pet April20 Ord April20 

Epwarps, Artuur, Nottingham, Draper Nottingham P 
April Ord April 21 

Fixtatson, GeraLp Dvuscan, Greenheys, Lancs, Wi 
Merchant Manchester Pet March 29 Ord April 2 

FitzaegaLp, Geratp Breesrorp, Rosary » South, 
Kensin High Court Pei A 22 Ord April 

, Coal Merchai 


Worcester, Groe 
23 


Gorr Joun Amprosz, Horsforth, nr 
Leeds Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Gramnger, Marcaret ReEsecca, | 
Worcester Pet April 14 Ord April 4 

Greeywoop, ALBERT Henry, and Frank GREENWooD, 
Dartfo:d, Haulage Contsactors Rochester Pet Mareh’ 
17 Ord Apri 21 ; " 

GreEnwoop, CuarLes Rosert, Leeds, Commercial Travels: 
ler Leeds Pet April22 Ord April 22 

Hastam, Epwarp, Dalston ln, Fruiterer High Court Peg 
Feb 11 Ord April 22 d 

Howe.t, Henry Cuares, Torquay, Accountant Exeter) 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Howe, Wass, and Gairrita Howe 1, Gowerton, nr 


Swansea, Builders Swansea Pet March 2% On] 


April 23 : 
Howes, Juun Briant, Caversham Reading Pet March 19 
Ord April 19 


Hume, Joun Tsomas, Luton, Confectioner 
April 12 Ord April 21 


Hvast, James, Wigan, Builder Wigan Pet April22 Om= 
April 22 


Jena James Hersert, Wetherby mans, Earl’s Court, : 


Clerk High Cours Pet April 22 Ord April 22 


James, Epwin Morais, Maesteg, Glam, Fishmonger Cardiff 7 


Pet April 22 Ord April 22 


James, James Exoca, Ammanford. Carmarthen. Foreman” 


in Colliery Yard Carmarthen Pet April 23 Ord April 
Jounsoy, Joun Cauwnson, and Huea Scevenson Larap, 


Liverpool, Timber Merchants Liverpool Pet March | 


22 Ord April 21 


Jones, Cuarces ScuEat, and Tuomas Freperick Strains | 


rorTH. Kingston upon Hull, Printers Kingston upon” 
Hull Pet April 21 Ord April 21 


Jones, Evan Lewis, Sketty, Swansea Swansea Pet April] 
23 Ord il 2: 


April 23 


Kearstey, Tuomas, Leigh, Lanes, Contractor Bolton Pet * 
Stapleford, Notts, Hairdresser | 


April 21 Ord April 2t 
Kee.ty, Jonn WILLIAM, 
Derby Pet April19 Ord April 19 


Korcuer, Orro Jutius, Ennismore gins, Squth Kensington © 


High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord April 20 


Meunew, Harry, Stotfold, Beds, General Smith Bedford 


Pet April19 Ord April 23 


Mor rv, Daviv, Homerton, Carman High Court Pet ‘ 


D-¢ 21 Ond April 20 


Nasu Avexanpes, Catford, Brush Manufacturer High 7 


Court Pet April zl Ord April 21 


Luton Pet : 


Nicno.son, Lawresce, Thornton le Beans, nr North. | 


allert m, Yorks, Blacksmith Northallerton Pet April 
21 Ord Apiil 21 


Paertinatox, CuarLes Tuomas, Urmston, nr Manchester, q 


lacksmith Salford Pet ane z1 Ord April 21 

Pearce, Gzorce WILLIAM, Mid : 
Middlesborough Pet April 22 Ord April 25 

Pert, Joan one, Gon 
April 22 April 22 

Pest Joan, ob roe a Boot Manufacturer North- 
ampton Pet April22 Ord April 22 


esborough. Lead Burner = 
ide, Manuf .churer’s Agent Pet = 


Pornam, James Payyr, Gt Clacton, Essex, Farmer Cvl- @ 


chester Pet March 15 Ori April 21 
Rawitns, Sipvey, Ford, Wilts, Farmer 
April 22 Ord April 22 


Salisbury Pet & 


Raywyes, ‘Tuomas, Poole, Dorset, Tobacco Merchant Poole ~ 


Pet March 8 Ord April 23 
Ritsox, Ropert Campg.t, Southampton, 
Traveller Southampton Pet April 21 
Ropers, Cuaries Barser, Wallington, Builder 
worth Pet Feb 26 Ord April 22 Z 
Rosixsox, Jonny, Skyrethornes, nr Skipton, Farmer Brad- 
ford Pet April 21 Oxd April 21 
SHERRELL, Peroy, ! 
Pet April 23 —_ April 23 
Suirn, Epwakrp, Bromsgro 
Pet March 2 Oud April 14 


Commercial 
Ord April 23 
ande- 


S 


Littlehampton, Corn Merchant Brighton ~ 


ve, Worcester, Farmer Worcester = 


Swirn, Heasert Tuomas, Warminster, Wilts, Grocer and 4 


Baker Frome Pet April22 Ord April 22 

Snape, 192" Ged Apeil 23 
April 22 

SourHam, Jouy, Chester, Solicitor Manchester Pet March 
80 Grd April 21 ae 

Sraries, Sanan Cataeaine, Nottingham, Provision Dealer 
Nottingham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Terry, WiL11AM, Basingstoke, Builder 
April 23 Ord April 23 « 

Tuompson, ALEXANDER, Newcastle on Tyne, faddler New- 
castle on Tyne Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Tuorpg, James had yep Derby, Haisdresser Deiby Pet 
March 22 Ord April 19 

Waer.er, Joun, Holmer, Hereford,Corn Mercl.ant’s Agent 
Herefo: Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Wuirr, Ricuarp Heap Hour, and Farperiox WItiiam 
Vancoe, Bicester, Oxford, Grocers Oxford Pet March 
16 Ord April 23 

Wuitrie.p, Juux, Leeds, Bui'der Leeds Pet Nov 8 Ord 
April 21 


Wuitrig.p, Paonane, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Nov 3 
il 21 


Ord A 2 
Wiwet, Ww, Fleet, Hants Guildford Pet Feb 24 Ord 
April 22 


lton, Herbalist Bo'ton Pet | 


Winchester Pet © 
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